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CHAPTER 1 "

INTRODUCTION

Aided by increased federa1 1egis]afion, handicapped citizens are be-
coming more assertive.And are seeking more active social roles. One is
the role of the student. Due to th1s ~trend, the numbers of handicapped
"adults’ seeking education will expanﬁ significantly (Shwor]es, 1977) |
Another trend, norma11zat1on", is a movement to assist the hand1cappedl
'persons to function in' the mainstreamwof society by increasing their’abi-‘

lity to cope and changing thevperéeption of society toward the handicap-

o ofes

ped. "Normalization" also means assisting the handicapped'person to

function in educat1ona1 programs aVa11ab1e to the nonhandicapped (Phil-

11ps, Carmel and Renzu]]o 1977). These trends have created pressures

J

on educators to provide hangicapped adults with the vocational’skills

that will assist themiih'becoming independent members of society.
L4 - . ,.\." . -

) Background for the Study - '

Leaders in education and rehabilitation are becoming increasingly
aware of how vital community colleges are in providing vocational
training for t@e handicapped<(Shwor1es, 1976). Although several re-

search projects have identified architectural barriers at'community col-

\ . . . a . s
leges, other barriers which exist may be even more serious than the
» N ’ ¢ ’

grchitectural ones. The identification of the non-archjtectura]'berriers

“and a compilation of recommendations to implement instructional techni-

3

qhes and procedures which might’hé]p handicapped persons succeed in

£y - . IN

®

e,



vocational programs in community colfeges in the state of Texas, should 4
assist this group of citizens receive appropriate‘occupamional training, >
and thus enhance' their chances of functioning at their full potential.

- Because handicépped students need the vocational traiﬁing that com- °
munity colleges can provide, state agencies across the nation have begun
to identify the problems handicapped students encounter in this setting.
As a result some states are beginning to'iﬁp]ement programs and help
handicapped st&dents succeed- in these iﬁstitutions. In 1977, the wis-
rconsin_Vbcafiona] Studies Centér studied vocational, technical and adult
education (VTAE) in ho;t-secondary institutions and identified three
kinds of barriers: barriers to enrolling in vocational programs, bar-
riers to completing vocational programs, and barrie;s to receiving sué; -

\ : AY
cessful instruction. Their results indicated that barriers to enrolling

s

inc]ude a lack of public awareness about what handicapped'Students need
and can do, the handicapped studenté“1nadequate self- confwdence, fear
of try1ng, and poor self-image, and i;e dependency on others created by -

all institutions. Findings of the study further .indicated that barriers

=3

to completing vocational programs included slow prqgkess as compared with
other stugents and a resulting discou}agement, an extra effort.required»
for mastering a skill and the resulting frustration, a lack of sglf con-

. fidence, and a tendency to view themselves as failures (Kumar, 1977)..

| To help students overcome these bar#!ers, community colleges in

California have accommodated handicapped stduents with ”enablers”; ;hat

A

is, trained personnel who provided c0unselinq. transportation, a ?ﬁs-
tance with reqgistration, courses in independent living aki]]gﬁaﬁﬁﬁerénco
I ~ - " "‘;“-bv 1‘/ .

“materials, adaptive devices, equipment and gencral advocacy for -

4

v




'handitabﬁed students (Phillips, et al., 1977).
.Handicapﬁed studénts attending post-secbndary»schools in Texas laoé
‘éuch a support sgfvice.‘ For almost a‘decadé, Texas had-beeh_engaged

in an‘inténsive-statewide program to mainstream handicapbed students

" into "regular" classes whenever feasible (Administrative Gujde and

- o Hangbook for Specjal Educatiqn,-Bu]]etin 71],,Texas Education-Agency;
| ‘ March'197§); but so far this program has been confined}to.elgmentary éﬁd
fsecondéry education. Thé Texas Rehabi]itation Conmiésion (TRC) has. ag;
;;“ sumed the maJor respons1b111ty for assisting the hand1capped in com-
)nwn1ty co]]eges During f{;cal year« (FY) 1976, for egamp]e, an esti-
mated 14,000 ‘clients of TRC were‘in-}nstitutions’of higher learning;
‘ this figure represénts nearly one-half of TRC's entire'clientele. Be-
cause of the vari of vocational techéiéai courses offered, TRC b]aced )

many of these lh,OQO'clients in community colleges (Status Report of

Genera]l-Special Programs, Texas Rehébﬂita'tion Commission, FY 1976).

These 14,000 students are 1ega11y supported by Sect1on 504 of the
Vocat]onal Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Federa] Reg1ster, Vol. .42, No.

86, Méy 4, 1977 S1%ned by Hea]th Educat1on, and’ welfare Secretary
Califano in April, 19i$4 the law-places a str1ngent time tab]e on col-

leges and universities to make their campuses’ access1b]e to the.andl-

capped as foHM

. ] ' ' “Resultant Date

Project Required Dead]ine for Completion
Making programs acces- "within August 2, 1977
~  sible (with the excep- 60 days"
tion of structural modi- » *

fications that may be
required) ' Section 84.22

. .
Y i -
.
. R 14
. ' . N g
. * . .

-



( / ’ *5.
. ' Resultant Date -
Project Required Deadline for Completion:.
Making initial notifica- "within September 1, 1977
tions regarding the in- 90 days" N

stitution's commitment
to nondiscrimination on
the basis of handicap
Section 84.8

~ Completing a "transition ‘“"within December 3, 1977 .
plan” for changes in faci- 6 months" /}Y,
lities that are needed to

achieve program accessi- ’,
bility Section 84.22 ;

Completing an "institu- "within June 3, 1978
tional self-evaluation" 1 year"

of the institution's '
non-discrimination pro-

. gram (to be maintained
., on file" Section 84.6 .

- Maintaining records of Records of the self-evaluation,
the above institutional ‘as 'specified, must be maintained
self-evaluation + for 3 years from completion N
Section 34.6 .
Assuring the Office of To be determined--once the assur-
Civil Rights of com- ance form has been developed by
pliance with the re- . the Office of Civil Rights and

quirements Section 84.5 made available to institutions
’ a a due date will be known.

Making facilities access- "within June 3, 1980

ible according to struc- 3 years"”

tural modifications in-

cluded in the transition. :

plan Section 84.22 (Biehl, 1978, p. 8)

The 504 }egulations also prohibited discrimination against the han-

dicapped person in admissions. treatment, academic adjustments, housing,

health and insurance, finéncial"and p]abement services. To date, how-
ever, no funds have been appropria%ed for .carrying out these regulations.

Cuérent Jjournal articles documenf the need for removing barriers
and providing serviges‘to handicappeq students at the post-secondary

4 - .
level. In an article written to allay educators' fears of providing

services for the handicapped, Hessler (1976) déscribed programs provided

41 Y /
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) by the Special Services Office of the United States Office of Education.

He also-discussed the need for campus-wide advocacy for attendant ahd
readér pools, whee]chai?\gnd equipment repair, mobility assistance, a¢-
cessible housing, and skills for self-reliance. In a study of facu]ty
attitudes toward handicapped students, Newman (1976) conf1rmed that a
“much. more serious problem (in addition to architectural barriers) pre-
sénted by handicapped persons was the difficulty in learning and com-
municating" (p. 197). Rothmanh(f96§) discussed how community college

staff, particularly counselors and nurses, could assist the handicapped

‘student in demonstrating ability.

Shworles (1976) indicated that "“The public community co]]ege is the
most s1gn1f1cant1y useful ally capab]e of responding to . . . a natianal
need for grt1cu1ation between vocational rehabilitation and edutation"
(p. 8).‘ As-a handicapping condition of adults and édd]escents, 1earnipg

disabilities present a special cha]]engé at the community college level.

Wiig (1972) suggested employing special teaching methods and equipment

“similar to those-employed for secondary students. Nith expectations of

st1mu1at1ng more programs for handicapped students, Lawrence, Krieger

qnd Barad (1972) described how curriculum could limit students, the pro-

‘blems” students have in socially adjusting, and other specific academic

and architectural barriers.

‘Review of the literature regarding recent research indicated that
bdrriers other than architectural have been idedtified in community col-
leges, and identifying barriers which prevent handicapped citizens from

L] . .
entering or completing vocational programs is needed before educatars
s :

%\



s - . .
can prov1de the necessdry serv1ces and courses of action to avercome

-

these barriers (Ph1]11ps, et al. g ]927).

0verv1ew of Texas Community College
"Vocational Educat1on Programs

The Associate Commissicher af 0ccupational\E€ucation and Technology
. administers three divisions of the Office of hnstructional Programs.
One of these d1v151ons is post- secondary vocat1onal educat1on <Although
part of the community co]]ege program, the policies of th1s division are
established by the State Board of Education rather than the Coordinating
Boérd, Texas College and Unive}sity System. However, politiciaﬁs and
educators continue to seriousiy consider p]acing post-secondary voca-
tional programs undec_the direction of the tqmmisstoh of Higher Educa-
tion (Maynie, 1974). | -

William Qagsy‘ Di}ector of Post-Se%bndary 0ccupatipnai Education
and TechnoTogy. defined‘post-secondary.Eocatiopa1 technical education as
programs ]eading to occupatiQpal competence in engineering, manufac-
turing. industr¥v science, research, busi;ess, health occupatiens, agri-

culture or distributive occupations. Although many programs also lead
to an associateldegree, all post-secondary vocational programs are de-
signed to prepare persons for iﬁ&fdiate employment (Grusy, 1977). =
In qddition, the adult and continuing education programs in com-
munity colleges in %exas inclu&e short-term preparatory classes, sup-
plementary cl®ses to‘increase job skills. and apprenticeship programs.

The adult and continuing education programs are a part of the Department

of Occupational Education and .Technology, but are administered separately



™ T

~ : - .
: S

-from vobat¥pnal técgniéal‘education at the state qnpvlotaf Levé]s ‘
(Allen, 1977). }

§i£ty;seven community- colleges and technical institutes in Texas
offer a wide range o%‘vocational fechnicél courses in the broad-areas of
agriculture, distributive education, health occupations. homemaking, in;
dustrial education, officg educaéion, seryice areas, and.tecﬁni;al areas

(Figure 1). "Course offerings are determined by the needs of the Tocal

commupjity (Haynie, 1974).

Statement of the Problem.and the ;
* Purpose of the Study
t Legis]ation such as Section‘504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
/// (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4, 1977), known as the "bill of
rights" for ,the handicapped ind%Jidua], is the ;esult of a movement to-
ward "normalization" to mékg}more‘of.the conditions of evérydé¥ life
available to handicapped persons. Also, handicépped persons are be-
coming more assertive by .forming advocacy grOst to obtain their rights
as citizens; among these individual rights are the rights to an educa-
tion which leads to'emp]qyment'and independence (Phillips, et al., 1977).
' Projects have been;fqentified which Qere designed to assist com-
munity college vocational students to:achieve vocational skills, such as
the éroject at McLennan Community Cojiege in Waco, Texas (Kelley,
1977). There has not_beeﬁ, however, an organized effort to identify -
handicapped pér;ons who are potential vocational students;;programs ::&
which WOuld_acconquate them, or barriers which impede their 5uccessfua
entry or completion of shch programs . - ‘& ?

. *
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A, AYSTIN COMMNITY COLLEGE 40. ODESSA COLLEGE ‘ S AU
5. BEE CONTY 'COLLEGE 1. PAOLA JURIOR COLLEGE .
© 6. BLINN COLLEGE | 8. PARIS JURIOR COLLEGE
+ 7. SRAIOSPORT COLLEGE " 43, RAGER JUNIOR COLLEGE
, 8. . CENTRAL TEAAS COLLEGE 40, SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE !
_ 9. (IS0 JWNICR COLLEGE t5, ST, PHILI'S COLLEGE 1
10 CLARENDON COLLEGE . 6. SAN JACINTO COLLERE : .
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12 COOKE COUNTY COLLEGE 47, SAN JACINTO COLLEGE - e woiw
13, BRODKHAVEN COLLEGE . NORTH CAPLS ® o
' 14, CEOAR VALLEY COLLEGE 4. SOUTH PLATHS COLLEGE '
15, EASTFIEL" COLLEGE 49, SOUTH PLAINS COLLEGE
.16 L CENTRO COLLEGE AT LUBBACK
‘ 17., MOUNTAIN VIEN COLLEGE 50, SOUTH PLAINS COLLEGE AT
13, NORTH LAXE COLLEGE  © PLAINVIEN.

19. RICHLAND COLLEGE 51, SOUTHWEST TEXAS JUNIOR COLLEGE
20, DEL MAR COLLEGE : " TARRANT COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE

21 ELPASO(COMMNITY COLLEGE - - DISTRICT

20, FRANK PHILLIPS COLLEGE - 52, NORTHEAST CAMPUS

23. GALVESTON COLLEGE " 53, NORTHWEST CAMPUS

24, GRAYSON COUNTY COLLEGE 54. SOUTH CAMPUS ,

25. HENDERSON COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE '55. TEMPLE JUNIOR COLLEGE .

26, HENOERSON COUNTY JUNIORCOLLEGE 56, TEMARKANA COMMUNITY COLLEGE
ANOERSON CENTER .~ * 57, TEXAS SOUTHMOST COLLEGE

27, HILL JUNIOR COLLEGE JTEXAS STATE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE

28, HOUSTON COMMUNITY COLLEGE 58. . JAMES CONNALLY CAMPUS

29. HOWARD COLLEGE AT BIG SPRING  59. MID-CONTINENT CAMPUS

30, KILGORE COLLEGE 60. RIO GRANDE CAMPUS

31, LAMAR UNIVERSITY ' 61. ROLLING PLAINS CAMPUS

32. LAMAR UNIVERSITY AT QRANGE 62. TYLER JUNIOR COLLEGE

33, LAMAR UNIVERSITY AT-PORT ARTHUR- 63. VERNON REGIONAL JUNIOR COLLEGE

M. LAREDD JUNIOR COLLEGE  * 64 THE VICTORIA COLLEGE |
3. LEE COLLEGE 65, WEATHERFORD COLLEGE ,
6. CLENNAN COMWUNITY COLLEGE 66, WESTERN TEXAS COLLEGE Lo
| 67, WHARTON COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE FIGRE 1. TEMS COMUNT
2 o - Y COLLEGES AND
N | TECKNICAL INSTITUTES OFFERING ONE AND Twp

1YSé’ug)PROGRAMS (A CHALLENGE AND A CHOICE,-
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This study, which Hhs emnloyed the exp]oratory research\\echanues )
described by Ker11nger (1967), attempts to answer in detail the follow1ng <
e\ general research questijns- ‘ ‘ ”

1. 'what are the barriers w1th1n the school sett1ng (other than

,\\ architectural) that keep hand1capped students from ehtering

# or from comp]eting vocational trainihg in community colleges?
: 2. How severe are the barriers? o ‘
\\\\‘ 3. What are ‘the tasks neceséary fer removing the barriers?
- 4. Which recommendaéions tan be considered most feasible to
- implement?
. 5. How do the ratings of feasibility for removing barriers by

“experts" compare to the ratings by "consumers" or Handi-
capped students? 7

6. What is the criteria for successfully cqgg]etiqg a com-
B | munity college vocation&l program by a hendicapped stu-

aent?

In sufmary, the primary purpose of the study was to identfify the
barriers which prohibited handicapped students from entering or com- &
plet1ng vocat1ona1 programs, and to identify the cr1t1ca1 tasks neces-
sary to overcome these ‘barriers. Informat1on resulting from th1s stuqy
should assist community co]leges and agenc1es such as the Texas Educa-
tion Agency, the Texas Rehab111tat1on Comm1ss1on and tHe Commission for. -

s . the Blind to imp]ement programs or eervices 16 heip handicapped stuQents
succeesfull& complete vocational training‘proérams at the community col-

ﬁege level. -

‘et 7
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. ; . Barrier: any obstacle wh1ch drevents afcess or produces separat1on

(The Compact Ed#{1on of the Oxford Engl1shfggct1onary, 1971). For th1s

) research barriers will be synonymous with "d1scr1m1nat1ng practices"”

described 1n the regu]at1onsffor 1mp1ement1ng Section 504 of the Rehab1-

- / . \ . ¢
litation Act of 19/3 * In the same regu]at1on S'program acce551b111ty"'

(4

and "reasonable accommodation" relate to the femoval of barriers (Egd-\§7‘

L

:gral Register, Vol. 42, No. 86, May 4, 1977).

. Coansumer Group: handicapped studentséﬁp vocational technical pro-

grams in‘community colleges in Texas who would be consdmers of-benefits

which might ‘result from the study.

LY - . ,‘
Crdteria for Successful Completijon of%kxmtiona] Technical Programs:

‘defined as 1) completing an assoc1ate degr e or cert1f1cate 2) ac-
. P’
quiring sﬁ‘f“ﬁment job skﬂls to be successfu]]y/emp]oyed or 3) other W

. cr1ter1a identified by the Steer1ng Comm1ttee assoc1ated with this study

Re” A
f Delph1c Exercise: e11c1t1ng and ref1n1ng group judgments by

drawing upon opinions of experts Def1ned by Turoff (1970) as "a method
for the systematic solicitation and co]]at1on of informed-Judgments on
a particular top1c" (p. 14%)< In contrdst to a consensus Delphi exer-
cise, which removes }espondent's opinions from possib]e bolér positions
)’to greater agreement (Th1emann and Borkosky, 1973) "a policy focus Delphi
3 /9,715c1ts contributions of - advocates to éstab11sh al the differing posi-
tions advocated and the principal pro anducon arguments for the posi-

Y

tions" (Turoff, 1970, p. 1531.

4 J

Disabled student: According tosPhillips et al. (1977) in theiy

- publication, éarriers and Bridges, a d%g%hled individual is a person who _

£
-
. -

Y
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has "a physical, mental oﬁ‘bmotiona] 1mpa14;ent which interferes with ﬁ%# "
4 90
- 1‘

sohe life function. A disability may or may not result in a héndicap"f
(p.4). ?he disability results in a handicap when thé student, inter-
acting with the environment, méet§ barriers which prohibff\the‘studént
from attaining goals. . | -

Expert: anyone with uniqdz knoQ]edge who can contribute.constrﬁc-

tive and relevart input, an éxperienced specialist (Erlund, 1975)..

Handicapped student: For this research two recent Public Laws,

P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 93-112, Section 504 will provide definitions of

"handicapped". P.L. 94-142 (Fedeiral Register, Vol. 42, No. 163, Part
S ., I N

-

I, ﬂugust 23) defines handicapped children:

121a.5 Handicapped children.

(a) As used in this part, the term "handicapped children"
means those children evaluated in accordance with
121a.530.121a.534 as being mentally retarded, hard of
hearing, deafﬁ speech tmpaired, visually handicapped,

" seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically im-
paired, other health impaired, deaf-blind,' multi-han-
dicapped, or as-having specific learning disabilities,
who because of those impairments need special education
and related services.

» P.L. 93-112, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (Federal
Register,¥Vol..42, No. 86, May 4, 1977) defines "handicapped" more
]
appropriately for post-secondary education:

. L] L
Append#x, Analysis of Final Regulation: Subpart A--General
Provisiehs. Defigitions: 3. "handicapped persons".
Section 84.3 (j) . . . The definition of handicapped per-
son in paragraph (j)(1) conforms to the statutory defini-
« & tion’of handicapped person that is applicable to Section
’ 504, -as ‘'set forth in Section 111 (a) of the Rehabilitation
Act Amendtents of 1974, P.L. 93-516.

- 5 The.first.of the three parts of the statutory and regula-
", tory definition includes any person who has a physical or
~ “.mental impairment that substantially Timits one or more
© major life activities. Paragraph (J)(2)(i) further

o

L’

S -~ .
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defines'physﬁca]»op/méntai impadrments because of the
difficulty of ensuring-the comprehensiveness of any such
list. The term includes, however, such diseases-and con-
ditions as orthopedic, visual, muscular dystrophy, multiple
sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, diabetes), mental retangagéﬁ
" tion, emotdonal, illness, and drug addiction and alcoholi®m »
>

Since both Hefinitions are legally appf?bab]e for this study, both were .

used to define the handicapped students at the post-secondary level.*

-

N - L.
Likert Rating Scale Survey: §tatéhents'to which the examinee in-

dicates the inteq} of his agreement or disagreement (Nol1 and Scannel,

1972). Ratings of four and five were used for this study.

Participants: a group of thirty-five to fifty persons who had
knowledge of or expertise in assisting handicapped students in géining

vocational skills.

M o

8

Steering .Committee: a committee of approximately fifteen persons

responsible for advising the research project -- also kngwn, as. a user
body, as identified by Tﬁorff (1970), this type of committee ugua11y
expects‘somé resdlt from the exercise useful to their purpose. Théy )
both se]ecggq‘paﬁ;gpipamts and bérticipated; that is, they reacted to
the ﬁajb}'daestigns, completed the‘pridrity assessment and submitteq

\
recommendations for removal of barriers. ~

Scope of the Study

The study Qas designed to obtain a cumu}ative effect, that is,n
each phase of the study built on previoﬂs activities, from the review
of literature through successive rounds of the Délphi exercise. The
following outcomes were sought:

'1.‘ An inventory of exiyting research prdjects which were.

~

w
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conducteg to provide informaEion'on the needs of
handfcapped students in post-secondafy and com- . . LT :
munity college vocational programsj‘ - -
2.. Item{zed barriers sq]icited.ftom experts in -the -
field obtained through Round One of thf Delphic  *
exercise. ’
3. Recommendations fgr femovihg the barriegg ob-
taingd from Round Two of éhe Delphic exergise.l
4. Determination of the severity of the barriers.
5. Détermination of the feasibi]ity for removing
the barriers.
6. A comparative analysis between consumers and ex-
perts to determipe the feasibility of\gempving
the'barrieﬁﬁ.
7. Recommendations and conclusions for applying the
findinés for policy formation and implementation..

A discussion of the conCeptua]_foundations Qh%cﬁ support the study
and a review‘of 1iterature.and_project reports related to the study are
presented in Chépter II Detailed explanations of the procedures,.in—
strumenxg and design.of the data co]]ect1on w111 be presented in Chapter
ITI. In Chapter IV the results of the statistical data analyses have
ubeén interpreted to describe identified barriers, recommendations for
removihg tbe'barniers, andpa comparison between ratings of experts and
consufers regarding the feasibility of remoQing Ehe barriers. From
these ana]yses conc]us1ons pointing toward pol1cy/éprmu1at1on are pre— :*

L)

sented in Chapter V.



15

CHAPTER 11 o

l 4

. SR REVIEW OF LITERATURE S
: ! § . ) . . . ]
Thfs chapter will progﬁde an overview of't%e problems fd planning
vocat}onaT_technical programs for the handicapped student in community
colleges. bfn?addition this cnapter will revigﬁ séme general trends in
needs assessméht‘ discuss 1egi§]ation which has triggered the né%essity
of designing and adabting vocaftona] techniccal programs for,djsab1e¢
students in community colieqes, and review reléted fesearch ana project
reports. |
- The theoretical assumptions which sug%ort this study are:
1. That barrier identification is a basic part of a
needs assessment. |
2. That barriers which-prohibit the successful entry .

or completion of vocational technical programs

are handicaps for disabled students

)

Programs of Planning Vocational Teéhnical Programé for Community
College Students Who Are Handicapped s
State aéencies and educational inséitutébns which serve the handi-
capped agree that poteﬁtial consumefs of vocational technical education
may include a sizeable segment of the pbpulation in Texas; however, no
one ﬁnows how many community college students in Texas are disabled or-.
handicapped. According to Whitcraft and Hamm (1975)~275‘rehabi1itation

clients were enrolled in 1975 at the Houston Community College, one of

&

~ o -
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ﬂxty seven commun1ty co]leges in Texas' offer1ng voeat1onal technical °

programs. Many more TRC c]1ents were enro]]ed in vocational oroqrams at .

'other commun1ty co]]eges, however the 1nformat1on regard1ng numbers Wes <

. unava1]ab1e s1nce IRC had not co]]ected the information. It appears\
N ”
then, that a report of 398 students enro]led in post secondary programs

in Texas in Vocat1ona1 and Technical- cat1on Selected Stat1st1ca]

Tables, Fiscal Year 1975 (U. s. Department of Health, EdUCat1on, and .

We]fare; ]976) is inaccurate when compared with the 1nformat1on from

the TRC report, ‘and the knowledge of the many otherghandicapped students
in vocgtiognat techn1ca1~programs in the community®colleges in Texas. ' v,' e

Vocational technical programs have been successfu]]y designed and

implemented for a wide range'of‘students, some examp]ei'oeing the men-

tally retarded student (Bilovsky and Matson, 1974), the ceriatric stu-

dent (Reid;?1978), the-severelyldisab]ed student (Hessler, 1976), and
‘ the-learntng‘djsah]ed student‘(wiio, 19727). Describino the handi-

capped population is djffitult, since it is almost impossible to
'1nd1cate ‘which members of the populat1on are handicapped and which are

d1sabled _even though most, of the popu}at1on classified as disabled are
xat t1mes a]so hand1capped by phyS1cal and attitudinal barriers. General
character1st1cs of the hand1capped popuiat1on 1nc]ude'!nadeqaute income,
1nadequate educat1on, lack of employment opportun1t1es, and more ad- P
vanced age than the genera] populat}on (Berhow1tz, Rubin, .and Worral,

1977). O0lder Americans are betomindlan increasingly large part of our
uhandicappedbpopu]ation;-tw0<th{rds of the handicapped population between

. 6 .
16 and 64 are older than age 45 (Davis and Onyemelukwe,”1977).

Planning vocational technical programs for potential handicapped
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consumers ‘whose numbers m1ght range from 10% to 25% of the state S popu-
lation, is a grow1ng prob]em Dr. Howard ‘A. Rusk (cited- 1inh1111ps,

et al., 1977), D]rector of the Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine, tlew
'YorkoUniversity Hospital stated:..-"By 1980,;for every able bodied person

in this country, there will he one person with a physical disability,

one person with a-chronic illness, or one person over 65 years of age"

v

(p. 5). - -

Trends in Needs:Assessment

Identifyinq e]ements of the problem of providing vocational tech-

'»._

nical educat1on in. commun1ty co]]eges for hand1capped citizens in Texas

is a comp]ex study because of 1ncomp1ete records of agenc1es 1nvo]ved

"and. an increasing ger1atr1c population. Barr1er 1dent1f1cat1on, which

" is essentially problem identification, has been the approach taken to

. . . oL }
identify solutions in California (Phillips, et al., 1977) and Wisconsin

'(Kumar, 1977). Other approaches begin with the community college, and

surveys of the ex1st1nq enroliment (Spencer, 1977.), or programs and

' serv1ces offered at the commun1ty col]ege (Fabac, 1978) (Mew York State

University. 1977). Another approach is;the case study method (Stake,
1978).'0 : i | ; v A o
In;a\resource*study of#the community colleges in California Sylvia

~

§oencer (1977) used the students who were enrolled in community col-

* leges in the year 1974-75 to-obtain information regarding enroliment.

ages and sex of students, numbers of dependents, age of onset of disabi-

lity, financial status of the student,'the initia]'goa]S} and\factors

" responsible for termination or interruption of studies and course load

b



' redqptiohs. In addition, student comments were recorded regarding the

barriers enCOun;ered in transportation and architecture, social activi-

+ ties and services offered, and financial assistance, Solutions were not

solicited. - )
~ Two research prdjeet reports avai]ab1e_from“;he New York State Edu-
catiom Department (New York, State University of, ]976)-(New York, State
University 6f,.1977) provided extensive information regarding existing
opportunities‘for'qua1ified disabled students on the forty-eight two-

s year_college campuses in this state. These reports could be classified

4

as,needs assessments in that research was d1rected xoward identifying

.programs, -services and fac111t1es available to hand1capped students.

o

While the reports might appear'to be only for information, their actual

purpose was_ to expand programs, as stated in the 1977 report:

- Only through the prior awareness of specific levels pf aca-
demic/vocational expectation can one determine the areas o
negotiability, the compensatory mechanisms, the adaptive be-
haviors, the possible. compartmentalization of limited but
vital capabilities into acceptable areas of subspecializa-

{ 5 tion--in short, the methods of circumventing and overcoming
the difficulties posed. .Rather .than sanctioring the auto-
matic dismissal of unexplored vocational options as insuper-
ably taxing, the demystification should provide the stuff of
specific challenge to ingenuity and inventiveness on the

‘ part of disabled individuals and the agencies and institu-

- //\ tions legislatively charged with broadening their educational
and accupational hor1zons (New York, State University of,
1977, p. 2)

. . Expanded discussions of the reports are foUnd 1ater in th1s chapter.
A prOJect concerned w1th programs and services ava11ab1e to ,handi-
capped students enro]]ed in 1111no1s community co]]eges had obta1ned an-

swers to questions re]at1ng to student needs:

-the number of handicapped students who are be1ng served in
community co]lege vocat1ona1 programs .




19

’-the programs and services now available to these students
‘what programs and services are successful

-what futJ?% activities are‘bejng considered. (Fabac, 1973,
0. 1) v &

The prOJect is still in progress, but an early 1nd1cat1on of needs wh1ch
were 1dent1f1ed included arch1tectura1 barr1ers, pub11c transportat1on
coord1nat1on and commun1cat1on within institutions and with outside agen-
cies;'guidance,serviCes, and career plenning and job placement.

One practical method of research which .can be used to identify the
needs of the handicapped student is the case study method. "The German
philosopher, Wilhelm Did they QI?10) (gited in Stake, 1978), claimed
human studies (case studies) were the best methods for acquainting man
with himself. - | - <

Only from his actions, his fixed utterances, his effects

upon others, can man learn about himself; thus he learns

to know ‘himself only by the round-about way of under-
standing. What we once were, how we developed and be-
came what we are, we learn from the way .in which we

acted, the plans which we once adopted, the way in which .

we made ourselves felt in our vocation, from'old dead

letters, from juddments on which were spoken long ago
. we understand ourselves and others only when we

" transfer our own. living experience into every kind of

express1on of our own and other people's Tlives. (p. 5)

Un1que features of the case study are the many complex isolated
“variables wh1ch do not allow the researcher to narrow the problem or

theory. ' The variables do, however, provide experience and understanding. °
The find#hgs of a particuiartcése study can be a basis for a "natural-
istic generalization" of other similar cases (Stake, 1978, pp. 6-7).

ane of the reports received from state educational agencies, however,

had employed this;method of needs assessment.
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The barrrier identification approach to neéds assessment and pro-

blem solving is an effort to identify thé handicap, whether it is in the

broad areas of society, the helping system, the disabled persons, their .

families, or their advocates (Phillips, et al., 1977). Identifying bar-

‘riers- can change.the focus on the prob]ém of handicaps. PreviousTy bar-

lfiers.were thought to result from the "sick" person's handicap, so re-

habilitation, treatment or healing was directed toward the individual.

-

But, in this épproach, barriers result from both the disabled inhdividual-

and the -physical and social environment. From this perspective the =

CﬁiCagﬁ Planning Counci]'in 1976 (cited in Shworles, 1977) defined
uhandicapt'in the fo]jowing way: "A hahdicapped person{%s one who has

a physicai, mental'or emotional impairment or disability which together
with the existing physical envio?nment and prevaiTing social céndjtions‘
substantial]y_limits'thqt person's major life acfigities" (p. 12).
Rehabﬂitalt'ion, treatmeﬁt.‘and healing shou]db'_cpg‘rjefore be dire.f:ted tb-
ward the environmeﬁt'agfwéll as the disabled person. This approach'is
we11vstatgd by Thomas §hwor1e§ (1977): ‘“One implicatfon of this

. . % { -
new definition to program processes at the post-secondary educational .,

‘levellig’obvioﬁsi if a major source of handicapness [handicaps] is the

. '] . .
environment, then it is the environment as much-as it is the person

£ .
which needs healing" (p. 12).

" Identifying barriers can be a basis for assessing the needs of han-

A

dicapped students and for designing and imp]ementing’vocatioha] techni-
cal programs for them in'conmuntiy colleges in Téxas. Recommendqtions
for removing barriers can become solutions to the problems which face

disabled students in their,educational pursuits.

. . o
“ : B . . ~
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Related Legislation

[
\)

# '; * | Public Law 94-142 (B.L. 94-142, 1975) mandates a free, appropriate
educat1on for a]] hand1capoed children and youth (ages 3 to 18 years not
'later than September 1, 1978 and ages 3 to 21 not 1ater than September

1, 1980) in the least restr1ct1ve env1ronment This law aopl1es to a

>
- B /(

community co]]ege if the cd]]ege serves as an ‘area vocat1ona1 program
for a high school, or 1f the Vocat1ona1 AdJustment Coord1nator or the
Texas Rehabilitation Comm1ss1on counse]or has placed a disabled secon-
dary student‘in a vocat%ona] technieal program (Grusy, 1978). Community
co]]eges in-Texas are usually supﬂbrted by'a local tax base, federal
(funds and funds received from tuition. Because community colleges may
not be considered "public" institutions it they charge'tuition, there
is some controversy regarding the appTication of P.L. 94-142 to post-
secondary disabled students who are’under the -age of 21.  The critical.
issue here‘is the individuaiized education plan (I,E.P.) required for
handicapped students by P.L. 94-142. ° The eddcationa] backdround of the
7 vocat1ona1 1nstructor has not included preparation for teaching the han-,
. dicapped or for p]ann1ng for their~igstruction. -However, it was ob-
served at the time of a site visit to Suburban.Henneoin gounty Area Vo-'
cational-Technical Centers (1978) that the I.E.P. was used quite suc-
" ces fu]]y by the Special Services staff as inservice training for
ole t1ona1 1nstructors/and other staff members
. S1m11ar 1eg1s1at1on, PLb11c Law ' 94-482 (P L. 94-482, 1976) Tjt]e\
11 of the Education Amendments of 1976, emphas1zes involving the soecial

student in the reqular education process, a process known as "main-

stream1ng", and indicates that vocat1ona1 tra1nhng should be made

-~ )..-‘ﬁ-»
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aggessib]e to handicapped persbns of aT] ages in all communities. The A
intent of the act is.to provide high qua]ityAtraining which is realistic
for gaihfu] employment ‘and suited to the persoﬁ's needs, interests and

ab111t¥. . ' B Lo "&;,

The major fédera] commitmént to‘the handicappéd af the'post-seéon-
dary level is found in Public Law 93-112 (P L 93-112, 1973). The Re-
habilitation Act of 1973, Sect1on 504. The Act applies to programs and
éctivities receivihg‘federal funds, and because all vocational tgchn1ca1.
_prograrfis inlthé community colleges re&érencegmjn_gigure,l receive federal
.funqg, all-are ;Ebject-to tbi; 1egis]ation;:'Tﬁe section in its entirety
is as fo]]éws: ‘

Section 504. No otherwise qualified handicapped individual
in the United States as defined in section 7(6), shall,
solely by reason of his handicap, be excluded from the par-
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to discrimination under any program. or activity receiving
Federal f1nanc1a1 ass1stance

Although the law iS brief and to the point, interpretation is b§th diffi-
cult and unique because it deals with individuals who are unique. Since
disabilities Vary broadly, éach requires a different interpretation.'
Section 504 is viewed as a civil rights bi1l for the handicapped.

The Rehabilitation Act (Section 504) represents a major
commitment to the handicapped in the form of a civil rights
law. The law is designed to help protect the rights'of ‘
handicapped persons and to end discrimination on: the basis
of a hand1cap The Act applies to all programs and activi-
ties receiving federal funds, not just to the individual
programs financed with federal money. In addition,’ all
federal. funds are jeopardized by non-compliance, not Just
those being received for the handicapped. The regulations

" extend to employment practices, program accessibility,
pre-school, elementary and secondary education, post-sec-
ondary education, and health, welfare and social services.
(I11inois Department of Adult, Vocational and Technical
Education, 1977, p. 4)
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The legal 1mp11cat1ons are that!if, the Taw is 1nterpreted as a C1vﬁ1
R1ghts Act, 1t will allow an individual to go into court on a private
cause of action Otherwi?e, the on]y other recourse the person wou]d*

have would be to go through the administrative process, obta1n1n§ Jud1-

cial rev1ew on]y after the:administrative processes were exhausted

(0'Donnell; 1977).

Some prOVisions ofAthe regulatione of Section 504 of the Rehebili-
tation Act of 1973 (Federa] Register, Vo]._AZ; No. 86, May 4,01977)
app]y‘to post-secohdary institutions who recetve or benefit from,federal.
financial assistance. Reguiations thch hecame effpctive June 3, 1977
required that coi]eges and universities make their programs accessible
(except for structura1 modifications) to the handicepped'by August 2,
1977, make known their commttments‘to nondiscrimination of the handi-
capped by September 1, 1977, complete facility p]ann1ng for program ac-

cess1b111?& by December 3, 1977, ‘and complete a self- eva]uat1on of a

. program-of non-discrimination by ane 3, 1978. Additional requ1rements'

were record keeping of the institution's self evaluation, and aésuring _

the Office of Civil Rights of the institution's compliance with require- .

ments (due date to be estab]isheq).' Structural modifications and re-

‘moval of architectural barriers were to be comp]eted by. June 3, 1980

(Biehl, 1978) .-

Review of Related Research and Project Reports

A letter of inquiry (Appendix A) was mailed to ;he‘Superintendent

of Schools in each.state and territory of the United States, requesting

‘research stpdies which would enable the handicapped student to succeed

’
Jo
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in commun1ty college vocat1ona1 educat1on programs Informatﬁon received

from ‘twenty- seven states and Guam is summar1zed 1n Table I. Eleven-

‘research reports were received as a result of the request. Two reports

from Kentucky and Florida focused on secondary. rather'than post-secondary
vocational -education, although the results from the studies could be used
in planning'post-secondary vocational programs for handicappedistudents.
A researeh'renort fndm Anizona on programs provtding work experience'for
handicapped and disadvantaged will be'avai1ab1e’September 30, 1978. ~,
Nineteen states reported that no research had been conducted in’ post-sec-
ondary vocational education fon the’nandicappedt Eleven project reports
were received of which si# concerned service to the handicapped. Some
reports were as recent as i977 or 1978, whicgutndicated that research
andlprojects were responding to 1egis1ative demands for edncationa] pro-
grams for handicapped students. |

State education agencies submitted reports on needs assessment.
planning, evaluation, services, employment placement, materials deve]bp~

ment for staff, reports related to specific disabilities, barrier iden- -

tification, and'guidelines for programs for the handieabped.

Needs Assessment Reports

-

A needs assessment survey (Bayne, Turner and Jackson, 1977) of the

~fourteen vocational regions in Kenticky consisted of interviews with

junior énd senior high students from 20% of the schools in eadh region
to determine the number of people tn Kentucky, secondary level .and above,
who met the criteria for diggdvantaged and handicapped. This also iden-

tified vocational education programs currently available that addressed{

'nandicapped and disadvantaged students and identified the portion of .the

3 ..
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RESPONSES T0' INQUIRIES TO STATES AND TERRITORIES REGARDING RESEAR STUDIES

/{' . vCONDUCTED IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION FOR [ HANDICAPPED I COMUNITY COLLEGES

-

Information Submitted

4
|

State * 'Respondent

Alabama William H. Osborn, Director No research. No related activities or projects except
Division of Postsecondary at the secondary level. ° ‘
and Continuing Education. | -
Department of Education
Montgomery, Alabama 1

Arizona - Justin Marino ™ Research report available September 30, 1978, A study

\ Education Program Specialist | ofya program instituted through CETA-YEDPA, Vocational

Vocational Education/Special | Education, and Community Colleges to provide programs
Education Liason for work experience for handicapped and disadvantaged
Arizona Dept. of Education youth, both in-school and out-of-school.
Phoenix, Arizona | :

Arkansas - Raymond F. Faucette, Super- No research. -

' visor, Special Needs Program | |

State of Arkansas I
Department of Education .
Division of Vocational Tech- y
nical and Adult Education
Little Rock, Arkansas

California " Patricia K. Morris Research meport. COPES Service Center. Guide:

[

Administrative Assistant
Community College Occupational
Programs Evatuation System
12345 £} Monte Road '
Los Altos Hills, California

-
*

Community College Occupational Programs Evaluation
System, 197-1977 . - A program designed to assist any
California/community college in objective self apprai-
sal of its occupational education programs. Can be
used as a planning or appraisal instrument and included
programs and services for handicapped students.

[
i
A



L 3

Table I - Continued °

State

Respondents -

IﬁfOrmation Submitted I

California

Barbara Reid, Dean
Special Educgtion
DeAnza College Special
Education Programs
Cupertino, California

Jim Browning, Specialist

. Programs for Exceptional

Adults

Los Angeles City Unified
School District

Los Angeles, California

Louk van der Stap .
Resource Center for the
Handicapped

4033 Ruffin Road
San Diego, California

Lynn Witt

Administrative Assistant
Disabled Students Placement
Program

University of California,

" Berkeley

Berkeley, California

\

Project report. Reid, Barbara A., "DeAnza College,
Special Education Programs", March 1978. Program pro-
vided Tearning experiences to handicapped students,

| - ages 16 to 100 years, based on individual and special-

ized needs. Assisted each student in the attainment
of high learning potential. -Included an adaptive ger-
iatric education program.

Project report. Brownlnq, Jim, "D1v151on of career
and continuing education in peace capabilities for
serving the adult handicapped", January 1978. A re-
port ‘of programs at Regional Occupational Centers
which serve 957 students with special needs. Included
comunity adult schools which also served shut-ins,
government and industry programs, pilot project for
the deaf, adult basic education centers, skill centers
and activity centers, and advisement services.

]
Project report. Resource Center for the Handi capped.

+ "San Diego comuunity college district: comprehensive

plan programs and service$ for disabled", May 1, 1977.
Comprehensive Serv1ces Plan for 1977-78. Report of
supportive services and resource center for the handi-
capped. Services provided to Miramar Community Col-
lege, Evening College, Adult Coliege, Educational Cul-
tural Complex, City Community College and Mesa Commun-
ity College. ;
Project report. Roberts, Janet and Bruce Brown,
"Second Interim Report, Physically Disabled Students
Placement Project, An Innovative Services Demonstra-
tion Project for Severely Disabled Persons", October
1976. Findings: ~greatest barriers to successful em-
ployment of handicapped persons with disabilities are
attitudinal, on the<part of society and employers.
y
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- Continued'

" Information Submitted

State- Respondents
. ‘ ” —
California .| ~Lynn Witt Project report. Regional Affirmative Action Clearing

William Morris

Administrative Assistant ™\

Disabled Students Placement :/P

Program
University of Ca11forn1a,
Berkeley .

Berkeley, California

Evaluation Specialist
Chancellor's Office
California Community Colleges
Sacramento, California

House. A Guide: Affirmative Action Programming for
Employment of Persons with Disabilities , Septemoer

~1976.

Project report. Gold, Ben K., Director of Research,
Student Accountability Model (SAM): Operations Man-
ual', February 1977. A system of procedures developed
for the purpose of improving “follow-up” information

- about community college occupat1ona1 students after

they leave collegé. Did not include specific infor-
mation on handicapped individuals, but could be incor-
porated into the model.

Project report. Smith,'honald E.; Editor, Operational
Guideline: Proqrams. for the Handicapped , Fall 1977,
Written for local college district personnel to assist

them in complying with requiations relative to the edu-
cation of the handicapped, to provide a uniform approach

to the administration of programs and services for stu-
dents with handicaps at the California Community Colleges, .

* to provide assistance to adm1n1strators and to provide y

reference guide for daily use. '

Project report. Spencer, Sylvia §., D1sabled Students
Enro)led in Ca'ifornia Community Co]leqesl_]974 75:

Resqurce Study ., June 1977. A study of the handicapped

student on the community €ollege campus.

a
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State " Réspondent Information: Submitted
Delaware Adam W. Fisher No basic or appligd research\studiés. Inservice for
' State Supervisor of Voca- | teachers of non-handicapped and handicapped students
+tional Education for Excep- regarding the removal of human and architectural bar-
tional Children riers, teaching methods, programs, materials and needs

Dept. of Public Instruction of handicapped students.
Dover, Deaware . .

Florida - Ralph Turlington, Commissionery Information only. A community college directory from

' State of Florida .’| the State of Florida, and general information regarding
Department of Education -programs in Miami-Date Community College, Daytona Beach
Talahassee, florida Community.Coliege, and St. Petersburg Junior College.
Ralph STaughter Research report. Schwartz, Stuart £., Final Report:
Division of Community Colleges Research and Development of Instructional Booklets for
Department of Education Vocational Education for Mainstreaming the Handicapped,
State of Florida Another Step Forward, March 1978. Information for
Tallahassee, Florida | secondary vocational teachers about the diverse char-

acteristics and special needs they encountered with
handicapped learners in their classes.

L 4

Frederick Atherton Research report. Florida State Advisory Council on
Educational Consultant vocational and Technical Education. Accesstbility of
] florida Dept. of Education Buildings and Facilities to the Physically Djsabled,

Division of Community Collegey October T977.
Tallahassee, Florida

[Ninois ° | Rita Kalfas ‘ Research‘report.' I11inois Department of Adult, Voca-
‘Educational Specialist tional, and Technical Education. The 111inois Network .

Handicapped and Disadvantaged | of Exemplary Occupationa) Education Programs for Han-

[Minoig Office of Education |' dicapped and Disadvantaged Students, 1977,

Department of Adult, Voca- | |

tional and Technical Educationf Project report. Tetzlaff, Mary, S.0.S., Success

Chicago, [1linois | Oriented Service. A project funded to serve disadvan-

. taged and handicapped students in vocational and tech-
nical education at Triton, Project consisted of three
-phases: planning, implementation and dissemination, W76

]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q ‘ ) | ‘,\;



Table I - Coptinued ‘
" State Respondents Information Submitted
. )
Minois Rita Kalfas, Educational Research report. Fabac, John N., "An Interim Report
Specialist on- the Programs,aﬁd Services Ava11ab1e to Handicapped
Handicapped and D1sadvantaged Students Enrolled/in 1111nois Communi ty Colleges",
- Iinots Office of Education | February 24, 1978, .
Department of Adult, Voca- |
tional.and Technical Education
Chicago, I111nois
Iowa Dorothy I. Brown, Consultant | No research.
: Support Services Section '
State of lowa
Dept. of Public Instruction
. Des Moines, Towa
. (, i ¥
Kansas | Merle R, Bolton No research.
Commissioner of. Education
Kansas State Department of
Education ‘
Topeka, Kansas v
Kentucky Bdreau of Vocational Edu- Research report. Bayne, G Keith, Kenne G. Turner and
cation Rebecca D. Jackson, Final Report: An Assessment of
Kentucky Dept. of Education Vocational Education Needs of the Disadvantaged and
Frankfort, Kentucky Handicapped in Kentucky . Secondary vocational edu-
5 ~ cation, 1977. . //’/
Louisiana Florent Hardy, Jr., Super- No reseah.
visor, Research Coordinating
Unit
: Louisiana Dept, of Education ‘
1 Baton_Rouge, Louisiana
J.

[:R\}C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Sx.te Respondent ®y N Information Submitted
- , | Y

Maryland Judy Harkins, Coordinator Project Report. Harkins, Judy, Coordinator, "State-

K Statewide Plean for the Deliv-| wide P{ag for Occupatlonal Programs and Services for
ery .of Occupational Programs Handicabped Students in Maryland Community Colleges",
and Services to Handicapped May 23, 1978. A statewide plan to assist: community
Students .colleges with compliance with Section 504 (not to

- Maryland State Board for monitor compliance), and to assist community colleges
Community Colleges in becoming more responsive to the needs of handi-
Annapolgg%QMary1and capped students.

Daniel B. Dunham z | Researth report. Kitt, Wendy, Lois Schuster and ;
Assistant State Superintendent| Nancy Rapp, "Epilepsy, A Second Look", Sune 1977.
Vocational/Technical Education|{ A study which was directed toward the needs of people
Maryland State Department of with epilepsy in the Comunity College of Baltimore.
" Education ,

Annapolis, Maryland Research report. Harkins, Judy, Project Coordinator,

g Final Report of the Statewide. Feas1b1lity Study of

Post-Secondary Education for Deaf People in Maryland ,
/ "I March 15, 1978.

Massachusetts Anthony V. Cipriano, Director | No research. Emphasis was placed on mainstream-

Bureau of Post-Secondary Edu- | 1ing the handicapped, and providing increased service -
cation v to the handicapped, d1sadvantaged and b111ngua1
0ccupat1ona1/Techn1ca1'!du- population.

cation

Commonwealth of Massachusetts |*

Department of Education

"Boston, Massachusetts v

Michigan Laurence A. Barber; Specialist! Project report. Michigan,Department of Education,Voca-’
Disadvantaged and Hamg1capped ®ional Technical education service. Inter-agency model
Programs . | - for vacational education for handicapped persons, Post
Michigan Dept. of Education | Secondary Model, 1977. Community college programs were
Lansing, Michigan 48909 funded as pilot models in three community colleges to

' : essentially serve the severely disabled. :
. ,
'[ﬁR\jZ . 3 {
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Mate " Respondent Information?Submitted
Missourd ‘Miles F. Beachboard, Director No“current reoearch Two funded projects, one which

'
!

New. Hampshire

‘NeW'Yorkl

[]l\j:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Programs for the Disadvantaged
and Handicapped

State of Missouri, 'f)epartmenb
of Elementary and Secondary

.-~ Education

Jefferson City,'Missouri

Charles H. Green; Chief

Division of Post-Secondary

Education -
Department of Education

- - State ‘of New Hampshire

Concord, New Hampshire

Mike Van Ryn, Chief

Grants Administration Unit
State Education Department
Aloany, New York g

"tional Education:

served the handicapped assisting in mainstreaming stu-
dents, and another which served the deaf and more

] severe]y hand1capped in community col]eges

, -
o I J@‘
. No research.™ . 3
. ]
R%%wﬁmmn wkS&&UMwmnyM A
Guidance Manual foy the Physically Disabled Two Year
College

AppTicant{ 1976. A survey of community col~

' regarding architectural accessibility,
support services and vocat1ona1 degrees
eges.

offered i

New York, State University of. Voca-
A manual of program accessibility
for the applicant, 1977_

Research report

Project report. Schneps, Jack A% and Frances Slater,
Responding to the Needs of the Handicapped:<.Two Year
College Strategies Workshop/Conference, September 1974.
A workshop to explore the methodologies employed to
sensitize personnel and develop strateg1es to serve the
disabled student .

[
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'.State .. Respondent - Information Submitted

North Dakota | W. C., Boekes, Special Needs No research.
. Supervisor:

State Board for Vocational
Education

Bismarck, North Dakota

Ok ahora Clyde C. Matthews
, State Supervisor, Special
W Programs
"] Oklahoma State Dept. of Voca-
tional and Technical Education
Stillwater, Oklahoma
o A
Oregor . (Carrol M. deBroekert, Director| No-research.
i Community College Instruc- '
tional Services
State of Oregon
Department of Education
Salem, Oregon

No research.

Rhode [siand Thomas C. Schmidt . No research.
v Comnissioner of Educatifp

| Rhode Island State Depart--

ment of Education

Providence, Rhode }sland

Tennessee . Dee Wilder, Director No research.
NI . Research Coordinating Unit , o
i Tennessee State Dept. of - '

! Education ‘ P
' Nashville, Jennessee , N

Verriont. | . & MNancy Wylie, Acting Presi- " | Mo research.

: | dent .

Lommunity Coltege of Vermont N .

Montpelier, Vermont

e




Special Educatien Division
Department of Education
Agana, Guam

$
[}
Table | - Continued
State Respondent Information Submitted ,
‘- ‘ P t |
Virginia Ed Morse, .Coordinator ‘No research.
- Student Services o
Virginia Commun1ty College i |
. System SRS !
Richmond, Virginia - S
West Nirginia|  John C. Wright, Vice Chancellor No research. N .
e { West Virginia Board of Regents |
Charleston, West Virginia | . o .
Wisconsin Lloyd W. Tindall 1 * | Research réport.; Kumar, Vasant, dandicapped Persons
Project Director in Wisconsin's Vocational, Technical and Adult Educa-
‘Wisconsin Vocational Studies tion Districts - Assessment of Educational Techniques
Center and ldentification of Barriers, July 1977.
' University of N1scons1n ' -
Madison, Wisconsin .
Wyoming Abel §. Benévides. Consultant | No research. Individual community colleaes conducted
: Occupational Special Needs self evaluations of facilities, course offerings
Programs and other related information to e 1n compliance with
Wyoming Dept. of Education | federa) and state mandates.
Cheyenne, Wyoming
Guam V1ctor1a Harper, Assoc. Supt. | No research.

i
¢ .
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tanget'populations that could benefit from vocationa]-education. In ad-

“dition to data obtained from students,'information on programs and ser-

T,
vices available in Kentucky was obtained from Vocational Regional Direc-
tors. the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation Services and the Special
Vocational Education Unit in the Bureau of Vocational Education. Data -

indiEated that 15.4% of the students surveyed met the criteria for the

hand1capped as def1ned by the 1970 Federal R;g1ster

Of approx1mate1y 37,160 handicapped students in Kentucky secondary

schools, 35.3%'were enrolled in votational programming  Another esti-
! e >
mated.14,580 secondary handicapped students were not in school, and

1,113 handigapped students were in post-secondary and “adult programs.‘
as of fiscal year 1975. -

" The fo]]owing conclusions in the Kentucky report are pertinent to

.

the current study of barriers’
1. The instrument designed for data gather1ng would be 1neffect1ve '

for an adult needs assessment.

S

2. The data indicatéd a discrepancy between available programs
and students' aspirations, sirce 14,419 handicapped students

felt that vocational training was unavailable to them.

3. Support service were designed to meet the needs of programs .

rather than tﬁe handicapped students in those pregrams.

3
.

4. Many handicapped students -are in programs which appeared to

have Tittle appea] to students :

5. Many- students appeared to have occupat10na1 and educational *

asp1rat1ons which were inconsistent with manpower needs in

their geographical area.‘:fl



Sylvia Spencer (June, 1977) gathgred ;Sw cénéqsﬁda}a to develop a
cursory destription of the physically disabled population in the Cali-
fornia Community éo]}eges.' Tﬁe maiq objectiQes of the study were to
inform legislators about the sfatus of disabled students' financial
- needs and to inform anyone c&hqgrneq with services to.the‘dﬁéabled §tu-
dent, shch as the enabler couhgélpréfv ” 0 .

According to Spencqr; theiﬁeféen;ége of diséb]ed Californians who
become disabled after the‘age of'18)i§,79%; with tﬁé greatest number of
respondents (31.1%) in the 21-26 age group and the second gre testJ )
(28.5%) in the 36-55 age group. - The "stop-out" rate of 17.8% of dis-
abled students comparéd favorably with tHe t%top*out“ rate of all stu-
dent§ on community college qgmpuseg, with the méjbr causes for intérrup-
tion of studies being medigﬂ} care and financial .problems with a strong
correlation between the two.  Although five majof sources of financial
éssistance were identified--Supp]ementé]JSecurity Income,.Social'Secur-
ity Disability Insurancé,'yeterans'.Administration Services, Department_
of Rehaﬂi]ita;ionland Workmen's Compensation--these services were iden-
‘ tified as inadequate to meet the student's daﬁjy medical and financial
.needs, and many students lived below the poverty level.

O .
- One section of the study reported students responses on social pro-

o

blems found in th?ir daily lives on and off campuses. Such responses
were quite Similar to barrier identification undertaken by the current

study. Some of the comments included:

.

‘The teachers should take a short course on handicapped student
problems and be aware of the help they as teachers can give to.
make our efforts of learning eagier.

”

4
./

T N
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Instructors are reluctant to give 1nd1v1dua1 attent1on to han-
dicaoped 1nd1v1duals . : {

. _CreatTve counseling, logical explanations and support for emo-
tional problems.

[y

.. More sogugl activities on campus We need to make more
- friends.

More and better job counseling. Counse]ors_gbp know their ¢
Timits and can advise us as to the jobs~we can train and ]
study for ‘that won't be phased out by the time we graduate. S
More help in finding jobs. More cooperation between the C
services, community and college, to meet the needs of the
handicapped student.

R directory of services available, also a listing of re-
\\ - sources we can call upon. More pubiicity regarding finan-
~ cial programs and how to apply for them.

We need™a place on the campus where we could go and rest be— -
tween classes or when tired. A place for nandicapped stu-
dents only where we could take off our braces or get out of
the wheelchairs and 1ay down for awhile.

We need a p]ace, a quiet place to study. Perhaps a@om
with special equipment for our use, i.e., opticon, braille
typewriters, tape recorders and perhaps a reader or -person

avai]ab]e to"assist us when needed. (Spencer,-71977,
pp. 38-41)

‘Early résu]ts from a survey of programs and services available to
handicapped studenis at I1linois c&mmunity colleges (Fabac, 1978) in- °
dicated that about 1.6% of the stﬁdents in vocational programs applied
for reimbursement of funds, although officials indicated that a far
éreater number of handicapped persons were receiving services’ than
thﬁs'percentage indicated. Twénty—nine of the fifty-oné community col-
leges in the state responded to surveys mailed to Deans of $tudents ser-

* vices. Areas of inquiry included planning for coordinated specialized

©oprograms and services, policies and procedures relatoed to the delivery
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of specialized services for handicapped students, definitions of “héndi-

' capped" as used by community colleges, séhyices for meeting the needs
: : ’ ~— .
6f-handicapped students, staff development strategies, organization to

improve services and programs to handicapped students, and a summary of

needs that must be met in order to adequately serve handicapped students.

<

Some of these n;?dgiincluded the removal of architectural barriers& im-
ation, coordination and communication within institutions

./prbved transpor
’ and with outside adencies,'brovision of guidance services, .career plan-
ning and job placement. Other needs wer special courses for mentally

retarded students, and staff deve]opmeKC%\

L2 —

Fabac stated that the report‘was an incomplete and sketchy interim

rebort of a continuing investigation. Essentially the jnvestigaﬁion was
designed as a needs assessment study to: C
1. OBtain information regarding the number of hhndicapped students
' who were being served in community college vocational programs.
2. Determﬁn% the programs and services now available to those stu-
_dents. )
3. Identify the programs and services which were meeting with

success.

4. Determine what fature activities should be cohsidered.

Plgpnihg Reports

> ' Two reports of meetings designed to devise strategies for meeting
the Q2£95 of the handicapped community college occupationél students

. were received. The report from Mew York, Rpsgondiné;;g_;pe Need of the -

Hgggjcagpggi“rjyp:}éar College Strategies Workshop (Schneps and Slater.

1974) included information from academic deans, student personnel

3
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workers, potential employers, and handicapped students. These repre-
sentatives met to diseuse the-needs of handjcapped students at the poét-
_-secondary level. |

| Thé'ijectives were to improve: : (- ﬂ : T

1. the delivery of decision-making information to the handi-
capped occupationa1 student,

2. ~the value of program and career planning,

3. the community college response to needs of the handicapped
occupational students,

4. the employment potential relative to the hand1capped student S
“skill training. (p. 2)

Participants in the workshop discussed the incomidgfktudent -‘on-campus
support, and the graudating student, and ga1ned an rntreased awareness

\

of the complex issues facing those who respond to the needs of the han-

dicapped. Participants also made comm1tments to pr areﬁd1sab1ed stu-

v

dents for employment and encourage employer; to h1re_? e.disabled.

A statew1de meeting in Mary]and hqﬁﬁ?on'May.‘J Ag.ﬁHarkins,

1978) focused on assisting the commun1ty cgﬂt’g!
students in comp11ance with Section 504 of tne Rehab111tat1on Act of

.' N . \ 3

1973. The meeting produced suggest1ons.and cdmments ﬁrow a comm1ttee

5serVe"handicapped

of twenty-two persons representing state agenCles and educatronal in-

st1tut1ons, and a plan to offer max1mum access1b111ty and serv1ces to
. \‘ ""..\
handicapped students in the most efficient manner<posswb]e The com-
mittee discussed interagency planning, fund1ng; &nd;the'1ssueﬁdf'cén-
-.;: o .

tralization/reqionalization of services versus- decentralrzat1on ‘Input

'\f‘;
from the comittee was used to draft a plan for compl1ance w1th ﬁect1on

504. Individual surveys of the colleges were also used te co11ect ‘f

“ "t et
oy - . o ot
N . ‘4 o .
v, v w oL e
N o . v
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1nforma£ion.. The committee discussed self-evaluation reports which must
be completed on:planning for prograh accessibility and services to han-

dicapped students by June 2, 1978.

Reports of Evaluation of Programs

Communi ty Col]ege.0ccupationa1'Prpgrams,Eva]uation Systems (COPES

service center, 1977) was established by the Community College Chan- f
cellor’s Office in 19& to improve the quality and availability of oc-

o

cUpational education in community colleges in California. The program
he]péd personnel objectively appraise théir occupational education proQ
grams  Identifying problems of the handicapped student through this

system was similar to the barrier identification study conducted in the

e @

'ﬁfA@g?iéﬁEﬁéts\jn Wisconsin (Kumar, 1977) Each participating coﬁ]ege

ﬁgg,following to employ:

”hdeterqugd‘ﬁh1¢b£'f

1 4 ,‘ "'. 4 “
il e DR

X

--cooperative work experience education programs and . -
services for disadvantaged students

--occupational education programs and services for
disadvantaged students

--occupational education programs and services for
handicapped students

‘Appraisal of other portions of the college's occupational
education system, such as one or more cluster of programs,
a single program, or a process. (COPES, 1977. p. 2)

2
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1
,TQQ form fdr eva]uétihg occupational programs for the handicapped
inc1&&ed secfions to be completed by the college president or his or
her designee (typically the enabler for the.handicapped?br‘fhe occupa- "
tional education administrator),-the‘professional personnel, the stu-
dents, the community and a site visit team. Evaluations of occupa-
t1ona1 educat10n programs for the hand1capped in twenty-four commun1ty
colleges reported in the 1975 76 summary of COPES activities indicated -
Fhat the five items rated highest by the validation teams were:
: 5 Qualifications of ;nablers/coord1nators an; directors in

charge of admipistering occupational programs and services .
for the handicapped

Enabler programs established to provide services to hand1-
capped students

Use of handicapped students' input in p]ann1ng programs
and services for the handicapped (rated equally with
the next item) .

Special education qualifications of instructional staff
working with the handicapped

Provision for effective coordination and direction for
programs, services, and occupational education efforts
for the handicapped !

(ij/ The five items rated lowest were:

Enroliment of handicapped students in vocational work
experience programs

Use of job success and failure information of handi-
capped student graduates in program improvement (rated
equally in the next item)

Job placement of handicapped students in relation to

completions \
Sys;emétic.and periodic review and fo]]ow-up of handi-
capped occupational students



Systematic collection and use of information on employ-
ment opportunities and community needs for occupational

programs including any special conditions applicable to .
handicapped students. (Summary of 1975-76 COPES Activi-
ties, p.3) : & -

L3

_Beneficial results of %he self-study inctuded improved counseling and
" . I3 *

guidance, increased professionalism; improved follow-up and improved

\

services for handicépped stugents. {
| The Student Accountability Model, (SAM) (Gold, 1977) in Ca]i%ornia

served over 90% of the community colleges in that staté, providing fol-
Tow-up information on students after they left college. -Resulg{ng infor1’_'
hation has beeri used for planning and evaluating programs. Demographic
information including the student's handicapping conditibn if any, was:
obtained before the stu&ent']eft the program and was recdrded in a
master file. Items for the follow-up questionnaire were suggested by
the twelve consortium members of California's community colleges. Items
were rated on an importance scale of O to 100. Three essential ques-
tiqns were:
1. What is your present employment status?

Working, full-time (30 Hours per week or more)

Working, part-time (less than 30 hours per week)

Not working, looking for a job

~_Not working, not looking for a job
Military Service :
A ! . !

J 2. Which single statement best describes your present jdb?

In the occupation for wh1ch [ prepared wh11e in college

In an occupation related to my college training |

In a field not related to my college training

Apprenticeship program (spec1fy)
Not emp]oyed




“4c .

3. Are you atténﬂing college?

No ' College
- Yes - . ‘ Major
’ Units carried

_ A total of 20 questions were rated as highly desirable, desirable, and ’

optional questions. Consortium members suggested that the questions "

- rated as highly desirable (three additional questions) be included in

the questionnai}e. The manual includes ‘detailed steps for implementing

‘the model, and'cé]]ecting qnd'evaluatinb data received.

Reports of Programs Providing Services

N ' ; » . . . .
Five reports of services were provided by. pilot projegts, special
- -‘ ‘:34
programs, or comprehensive programs for handicapped community college

students. A]thougﬁ the service project reports are not npkearch re-

ports, many of the projects have been implemented as a result of re-

[
search.

Michigan Inter-agency Model. The "Micﬁigan Inter-agency Model and .

Delivery System of Vocational Education Services for the Handicapped",

a report of inter-agency cooperation was based on the fo]]qwing plan:
<« .

1. An inter-agency supefrvisory committee 'who jointly
identify needs, establish priorities, explore alter-
natives, and minimize overlap and duplication of
services to the handicapped within a traditional
vocational education model as opposed to the charac-
teristic: 0JT -concept.

2. A codtinuous review and updating of specific Yoals
and objectives of each agency's legal and phjiloso-
phical commitments to ensure effective and produc-.
tive delivery of services to the handicappéd.

3. Continuous shariqg of ideas, problems, and conflicts
from the Tocal level between field staff and admini-
strative staff of the inter-agency caoperation

co. . -
1 PO
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' “committee to allow for new and.innovative programming
and smooth delivery of services to youth at the local .
level. (Michigan Department of Education, 1977, p. 1)
0 O . . N
The post-secondary pilot model has been recently designed to serve

13

»severely disabled clients, and to enhanée their prospects¢foF }5ng-term

i

employment. The client flow from evaluation through any of’the other
program components is depicted in Figure é. The'occupatiohal‘fducation
program is divided into eight modu]es, each proQiding special and in-
structional services for the clients. Social support serVices are pro-

vided tﬁroughdut the training programs ' \ : o 'j_

$.0.S.Project at Triton College. Tetzleff (1976) pfoduced a hand-
book for alprojeci at Triton College in River Gfgve. [lineis. Thebpur— '(//”T—
"pose of the project was to provide a service model for disadvantaged and
handicapped students funded by the Division of Adult Vocatienal and Tech-
nical Education. Services include identification .and referral.by high
schpb] and college perSonHe] to the S.0.S. staff, provision of?sekvice§,
resources, and materials for students anq faculty, sﬁch as campus re-
‘ sources,.professional deve lopment. resources, and classroom and.;tudent *
“materials available in a special section of the library. A haﬁdbook is
“made évai]able for faculty and students as a part of the implementation
phase of the project.
-~ The S.0.S. project at Triton College is a part of the Illinois
/° Network of Exe&b1éfy Occupational Education Programs for Handicapped and
P Disadvantaged Students (I]]inoié.Departmént of Adu]t. Vocational, and

Teghnical Education, 1977), which includes nine sites throughout the ,

state of ITlinois. Objéctives ahd activities at the nine sites include:

!
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The prOJect wés des1gned to ass1st commun1ty col]eges and local educa-.

tors to meet the1r part1cu1ar ne;ds I ‘

3

Los Angeles ‘Unified School D1str1c@"'Serving the Adult Handﬁcapped* o

The Division of Career and Cont1nu1ng Educat1on'In P]ace Capab111t1es a

-division of the Los Ange]es City Unified Schoo] District (Brown1ng, 1978),

prov1ded a var1ety of services and mater1a1s as descr1bed in brochures,

* memorandums, and 1e*ters. These serv1ces were prov1ded in reg1ona1 occu-

pat1ona1 centers, commug1ty adult schoo]s, government and industry spon-

sored programs, adu]t bas1c education centers, sk111 centers, and ac-
L 4

.T1v1tyrcenters. Services 1nc1ude a p1lot proJect for the deaf wh1ch pro-

ol

Adals far deaf students invQlved in

vides Tndivfdua] 1nstruct1ona1 mat

vocational training, and an adv1Ce‘gerv1ce located in Cenpna] City Occu-
AR

'pat1ona1 Center to test V}sually hand1c%pped students ?or the GED certi-

4capp1ng ‘Eondttxpns and smudents'"who "range 1n .age from sixteen’ to one ol

%

f1cate

3
o

DeAnza Coﬁ]_ge Spec1a1 Educat1on Programs Reid (1978) reported on »

oA

the ”DeAnza Co]]ede Spec1aﬂ Educat1on Programs“'1n DeAni% California,

which can be describad as: exemp]ary programs forapeop]e with all hand1-

P
h

hundred years". One program the Adapt1ve Ger1atr1c Educat1on Program,

3

'game the aged in the commun1ty anébpportun1ty to part1c1pate¥1n learning

&

‘ : ’ ’ {6 .
. 3
N N .
:
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experiences which compensated for physical, emotionaT, and cognitive de-

ficiencies due to age and 1nst1tutiona11zation Other programs 1nc1uded|

;| correcttve and rehabi]itative Physical Education Program for the Physi-f

ca]]y L1m1ted the Hope- DeAnza North Sunnyva]e Program, an 1ndjv1dua11zed
rehab111tataon program leading to prevocat1ona1 and vocational training,
an Educationa] Diagnostic C]inic for persons with 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es,
and a Phy°1ca11y Limited Program which encourages the physically 11m1ted
to attend claSses at DeAnza - The over- a11 goal of the program as des-

cribed by Reid was to provide 1earn1ng exper1ences based on individual

and spec1aT needs and to help each person -attain his or her learning po-

—~

: te'ntial .

-San Diego Cgmmunity College District. The "San Diego Community -

College Districti Comprehensive Plan Programs and Services for the Dis-
abled" (Resource'éenter for the Handicapped, 1977), was a plan developed

to comply w1th recent 1eg1s1ation An extensive needs assessment di-

rected to 1nd1v1d0a1 c]ients, agencies, and commun1ty co]Tege personnel

was. conducted. The needs assessment included a comprehensive planning

" conference, a coordination of plans with colleges in the San Diego Com-

. ;Qa

mupity College District, and reviews by the college presidents, district

chance]]or, and d1str1ct adv1sory committee. Results of the. needs as-

-sessment and p]ann1ng sess1ons are—tontained 1n the report The philo-

sophy of the San Diego Gommunity Co]]ege District for disabled students

w

was that "Disab]edtstudents are special in the sense that a]] students

.are “individual and speciaJ and they deserve and shall have the same

educationalaopportunitieswavailab1e to all students” (p. 401.8).« The

report also indicated thaf’disab]edcstudents who receiveﬁservices to
. 5‘ ’ - ) . 2

>
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. enable them, whenever possiB]e, to be integrated into the mainstream

-

of education.

Reports of Projects Related»to Employment -

A project repqrf ohvéq Innovative %erviﬁes demonstration for
severely disabIedeersoﬁs;in Caiifornia.(ﬁobér;s and Browny¢ 1976) served
a two fold purpose as a éefvﬁée~innoyation project and a research pro;
ject. Thg ~econd phase of.%ﬁe research project compared the job-seeking
and p]acement‘b;tterné of thé participants in the first phase with the

a

participantgjfn tbe éesond pﬁése. A student fo]]ow-up indicated a high
rate of p]écement, qu to ;nalyze'theSe results, a task analysis of the
activifies performed by project staff.was deve]oped:” The greatest bar-
riers to succéssfu1 émployment were found te be the attitudes of em-
p]oyerS were mych,more~@i]1ing to hire the technically trained sFudents
th?h.they Qerevthe students with backgroundsuin social science or
1ib§ra?,arts. ) .

A repdrt prepared by The Regional Aff%rmativg Action,C]éaring-—
house-(f976) summarized contractor ob]igationé under Section 503 of
the Rehgbi]ifation Act.of 1973 as a plan which cguld be useg by the em-.
ployer forbincreasing staff awareness. »The report also inc]udé%fan
appendix»which idehfifies agencies, organizati@ns: pub]icatigns;fahd
standards which employers cén use in fecrhitjng,,reaching, and acébmmo-

dating persons with disabilities. Barriers which disabled employeés en-

. counter were discussed in one section of the report. Attirudinal 5%ri

riers were discussed, such as the supposed h1gher insurance costs dg

hiring d1sabled persons, job performance accident rates, safety factors

Ty



absenteeism, and turnover rates. Recommendations for'remoVing these bar-
riers were education and the integration of the affected population with

the general public.

" Reports’ on Materials for Staff Development

S

Research and deve]opment of instructional booklets for the purpose\\
of ma1nstream1ng the Handicapped .in vocational educat1on in F]or1da re-

sulted in the publication of five booklets entitled Research and Develop-

@ ment - of Instruct1ona1 Book]ets for Vocational Education for Mainstream-

ing the Hand1capped Another Step Forward (Schwartz, 1978). The broad

range of topics covered in this report is reflected in the titles of
the book]ets as foi]ows:

® 1. Mainstreaming Handicapped Students into the Regular
Classroom -

2. Characteristics of Handicapped Students

3. A System of Management

4. Eva;zgtjon and Placement
5.  ArcHitectural Considerations for a Barrier Free:

Env1ronment
_The procedures for coord1nat1ng d deve]opmg the book’l)s, along with
- .+ a dissemination p]in to distribute mater1als throughout the state of

F]orida are summarized in a report by Dr. Stuart E. Schwartz (the prin-.

cipal 1nvest1gator) rentitled, . . . Another Step Forward (1978). Al-
though the target audience is the secondary vocational teacher, the ‘
book]ets are app11cab1e to post-secondary vocational education, and

might be used for inreervice programs.
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Beports Related to Specific Disabt]ities

A grant was; awarded to the State Un1vers1ty of New York Coordinating
Reg1on No."4 in July of 1975 to research opportun1t1es for d1sab|g stu-
dents on forty-elght two year col]ege campuses and to develop a pre-ad-

. . . .4 g . '
m1ss1on gu1dance and cougse11ng service for these students (New York,

State¢Un1vers1ty of 19765 The product of the study, A Guidance Manual

for the Phys1ca11y D1sab1ed Two Year Col]ege App11cant prov1des exten-

sive 1nformat1on regard1ng phys1ca] access1b111ty, available support

serv:ébsy .and vocational degrees offered _f L f‘fx
A

s1m11ar but more extensive manua] Vocatﬂona1*Educa jon: A

Manua] of Program Accessibility for the Phys1ca11y Disabled Two- Year

College Applicant, (New York, State Un1vers1ty of, 1977) was deve]oped,

listing fifty vocational degree programs. Each program was described

by a narrativevgiying the general characteristics of curricula offered‘
under the career title, and the names of the community colleges in New
“York which offered the codrses. Academic tasks along with the kind of
classroom setting, the physical and personality demands:of the-course's
occupational training, and the workplace are all descriped in detail.
Information was .obtained from a task anaT&sis questionnaire mailed to.
every protessor teaching a course requireé to complete a vocational
techn1ca1 degree program The study benefited orthopedically handi-
capped, visually hand1capned, and hearing. impaired students by prov1d1ng
them with a guidance manual to all’vocat1ona1 techn1ca1 programs in com-

munity colleges in New York.

The Florida State Advisory Co¥ncil on Vocationa] and Technical

E



Education (1977) completed a study, Access1b111ty onguqldlngs and

vFacilltles to. the Phys1ca11y D1sab1ed to determ1ne the aqcess1bil1ty

of the physically disabled 1ndiv1dual to the vocatidoaﬂ;dhd techn1eal
buildings and fac1l1t1es The report was completed as a part of the '
Counci] s effort to meet the responsihjlity required by Title II of - |
Public Law 94-482, also known as the Vocationa} EdUcat1pn Amendments of

{»J-')I~"

1976, which requires that the state adv1sory counci] “eva1uate vocat1ona1 o

education programs, serv1tes, and act1v1t1es ass15ted under th1s Act,

and publish and distribute the results thereof“ (Florida State Adv1sory >

A e e

Council, p. i).

- 1 <

. The F1nal Report of the Stafew1de FeaSJbility Study of Post Secon-v

dary Educat1on for Deaf Peoplefln Maryland (Harklns, May 23 1978), 1n-""
;d1cated that' deaf peopTe~are ofteh under employed and have a median in- .

come $2,000 below that of the general popu1at1on, and that post-secon-

~ dary educat1on could better prepare the deaf 1nd1v1dual for employment.

*»

Gallaudet CQ}lege is avaalab1e to some deaf students, but difficult 'en-
trance requ1rements ex;lude 90% of- deaf h1gh school graduates Ac-i
cord1ng to the study ;upport serv1cé§ fcr deaf students need not 1nc1ude

expensive 1nterpreter serv1ces for each students, but a support serv1ce

0

system 1 gs needed and should 1nc1ude 1nterpret1n9” nOtetaklng, counsel1ng,

[ \:

tutoring, special class 1nstruct10n, s1gn Ianguage classes for hearing

students, add1t1ona] faculty and-staff and,fnserVJce tra1n1ng for:facu1ty@,

and staff on .the 1mplicat1ons.offdeafnesSfand‘on_working with deaf

people.

The -H.E.W. regu]ations;forfseetibnTSQ4 Specificale state that,

* o

A T )
, e e
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Colleges and universities are required to make reasonable
adjustments to permit handicapped persons to fulfill aca--
demic requirements, and to ensure that they are not effec-
. tively excludéd from programs because of the absence of
: auxiliary aids> Groups of colleges may not establish con-
- ’ sortia exclusively for handicapped students (1977)
. . 4 .
Nevertheless, the report reCOmmended that regional programs be provided

for” the deaf to assure.quaﬂity aceess tolthe programé in -an institutionu
espec1a11y occupat1ona1 programs The report elso offered a proposed.
" budget for a regional program for: deaf studeuts
Ep1lepsy, A Second Look (K1tt, Schuster and Rapp, 1977) is a report

4
of a prOJect funded by the Maryland State Department of Ed0cat1on D1v1--

sion of_ Vocatipna] Technica] Educat1on ‘which provided a counseling pro-
gram for peoplegwith ep11epsy at the Commun1ty Cellege of Ba1t1more

iq‘ ‘ Goa]s of the program were to plece’people w1th ep11epsy in jobs or in

| educational programs leading to a career, and to deVelop a model pro-

gram of career education, counsel;ng, and employer edycation demon--}..

:rxstrating the effectiveness of a coordinated approachﬂto assisting people
‘ The project also included informp] training

ﬂﬁégsions for employers and bulk mei]ings,to personneT‘directors.‘ This

S One research project included barrier identification and the assess-
1{“me§f of educational techniques (Kumar, 1977) In this study, site visits
3were made to sixteen Vocational Technical Adult Education Districts 5

(VTAE)_in Wisconsin to present a survey questionnaire to staff members

; ;
. . . ( .
oS )
& . . " S
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and to obtain the commitment of each VTAE school district. The‘survey

1

'quest1onna1re solicited barrier identification w1th1n each of nine des1g-

nated categories of. barriers~n "1) attitud1na1,»2) access1b1}1tx, 3) pre-

R

emp]oyment ’}) emp]oyment 5) post emp]oyment 6) legal, 7) organ1za-

tional’, 8) professional preparat1pn and 9) resource barrlers“ (p 3).

Y

In the category of att]tudinal and emot1ona1‘barr1ers. responqentstfh

indicated that handicapped students viewed themselves as failures, -they. N

'were frustrated with their rate of progress in acquirinbvskills, had
little or no know]edge:of relevant vocationa] programs and indicated-a
lack of self-confidence. Although accessibility barriers were nore con-
troversia]’among’the respondents; the one item they did agree on was
that the;cost of transportation was the most.severe barrier in thfs
category The 1tem most agreed on 1n the wpea of emp]oyment was. that
‘,there Yas a lack of systemat1c follow- up during the 1n1t1a1 per1od of
vemp]oyment In the Tegal category, respondents strong]y agreed that han-
d1capped persons did not know of ava11ab1e prograins and benef1ts There
was a]so agreement that the support services of emp]oyers might. be 1nade-
guate, that emp]oyers might be unw1111ng to make financial comm1tments,
and that labor and industry needed to ‘hire’ qualified hand1capped persons.
Generally, barriers included lack of knowledge, negative attitodes~on.the
part of non-handicapped persons, competing societal demands, tnadequate

leadership, @rchitectural barriers, media barriers and barriers within

,\éemployment.

Guideline for Programs for the Handicapped

\

Operational Guideline: Programs for the Handicapped, (Smith, 1977),

b




prepared undef;the difection of the California Coﬁmunity College Chan-
cellor's Office, wére éiven to local-cdllegeldistrict personnel to assist
them in complying wiih requlations relathe%to the education of“the han-
Idicépped,(to pfovide a uniform approacb tp the‘administratibn of programs
~and services for students with hahdicaps at Community Cb]]eges in the
State of Cé]ifornia to assist local administfqtors in developing a de-
zlivery sysiem-qf supportivelservfces,'anq‘tq pkovidg a reference gﬁidg:
for daily use. The guide is divided into'eight sections, with dstdiled
definitions and instructions on generai administration; student bartf— -
cihation,.gudgeting forlproérams and sérviéés, and implementing, re-
“porting, and evaTuating p;ograﬁs'and services. This comprehensive guide-
line was to serve as a reference oﬁiy,.énd was' to be adapted_fo; use

whenever relevant to the needs of a particular community college.

“

Summary of Review of Literature apd
the Relation to the Study -

3

‘An gxtensivé ERIC.gearch and review of Dis§é?tatibn,Abstr$cts
yielded very few sfudtes or journg] artic]e; fegarding‘%andicapped stu-
dents in community colleges, prébab]y bg;ausé such studies responded to
récent 1egis]at@pn for fhe handitapbed.‘ Reports received from resea¥ch

development or_tfaﬁning projects conducted in.other'states, however,
. did prove to be a valuable-resource. ' Reports from these projects pro-

vided references for the investiﬁator in se]écting major tasks.
™ . )
Three studies reviewed dealt with needs assessments for the handi-

capped student prﬁ]a‘ﬁbn. A. study conducted in Kehtucky yielded

~
[



information regarding the-’ appropriateness of vocational programs 1’01%1(&,‘E

handicapped, ‘the avai]abi]ity of such programs, and the appropr1ateness h
. of supportive services. A]though the 1nvest1gators found that the std;yaz
could not be ‘applied to the adult populat1on, resu]ts did re]ate to bar-b
rrer 1dent1f1cat1on and thus prov1ded 1nformat1on of barriers for the u
Current study (Bayne et al. 1977) Sylv1a Spencer (1977) conducted
;'a statew1de survey in Ca]iforn1a on the status’ & f1nanc1a1 probj ems
of-the handicapped commun1ty co]]ege student and the need for services
‘for this student population. _Spencerfs{study,was used.as a basis for
:fse]ecting several tasks necdmmended by this inngtigator for imple-
mentation. ;John Fahac{(Té78):conducted4a needs- assessment survey in
“ IMlinois hegardihg numbérs of students, prograhs and services, the
success f programsfand services, and the'need‘for future p]anning.
Thesefﬁete re]atedvto the barriéhfidentification prpcess.of this study.

| Statewide meetjngs7f0r representatives'pf,the handicapped student
p%%ulatiqn; and for agencies, egbloyers, and educators were conducted‘

tn the states of ﬁsw York (Schneps and Slater, 15745 and Maryland (Har—
k1ns, 1978b) to discuss the needs of the hand1capped student at the post- .
secondary level. The part1c1pants in this Delphi study had similar ob-
Jectives--to provide skills training and career pianning for hand1capped
st\dents in conmun1ty co]]eges and to serve hand1capped students in com-
- pliance g}th Section 504 of the Rehab111tat1on Act of 1973

Twp~pr0Jects in California, the COPES (1977) evaluation system and

theQStudent Accbuntabi]ity Model (SAM) (Gold, 1977), werefneSponsible

for evaluating vbcatidnal‘technica] programs attended by hhndicapped

~(ff
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' students ihvcélifornta's tommunity'colleges The COPES syst is some-

“

I

what s1m11ar to this study in that the De]ph1 study part1c1pants jdenti-
\ o

‘L fied-needf-for p]ann1ng and evaluation. Programs were ratgd by the team

1n the COPES system in the same manner that barriers and recommendat1ons
were rated in this study ‘

Five of the rev1ewed prOJects “focused on prov1d1ng services for han-
dicapped conmun]ty'co]lege.students--an area where participants of th1s-

Delphi study identified méhy barriers. The Michigan interagency project

(Michigan Department ot‘Education, 1977) was a study of interagency

planning for severely disab]ed students. The S.0.S. project in I]]fnois

focused on. identifying handicapped and d1sadvantaged students, prescr1p\

tion programm1ng, support1ve services, staff development, curr1cu1um de-

_ve]opmenthand program prann1ng, and accountab111ty and were very much

re]dted to this project and the tasks which evolved from the study (I114-
nois Depérthent of Adult, thationa] and Technicq] Education, 1977).' A
service project in.Los Angeles focused on. services and dnc]uded a project
for the deaf (Brown1ng, 1978) The DeAn}a-College (Reid, 1978) program,
an exemplary perect for gtudents from ages sixteen to one hundred, and
the San Diego comprehensive plan and_serv1ces for the d1sab1ed-(Resource
Center for lhe Handicapped, 1977), proyidedﬂfurther references.in the ~
area of seryices for the handicapped at the cdmmunity college.

Two projects were related to e;hloyment.for the handicapped student ;

a subject of some .concern to the participants of the Delphi study. "One

reported on an innovative service demonstration for severe]y disabled

student§*1n Ca11forn1a (Roberts and Broyn, 1976) and another pro;ect
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preparedAbysThe~Regiona1AAftirmatiue Att1on Clearinghouse.(197§), re;'-
ported on att1tud1na1 bgr&iers of emp]oyment A report from F]orida:

reviewed staff development mater1a1s, especial]y developed to help’

au

: ma1nstream the hand1capped student in vocational educatlon (Schwartz,

L4
4

1978) - ', B Co

Reports of programs and’ serv1ces for the phys1ca11y d1sab1ed (New

_York,'State Univers1ty of, 1976, New York, State Univers1ty of 197/;

and FiOrida'State'Advisory Council, 1977) were a]so 1mportant nine-

teén- of the part1c1pants were physlcalTy d1sab]ed and most barr1ers
and recommendat1ons were re]ated to phyS1ca1 d1sab111t1es Reports from
Maryland;(Hark1ns, May 23 1978 and K1tt Schuster and Rapp,“1977) sum-
marized studies.concerning,deaf tudents and students with ep1]epsy, two
cond1t1ons represented by the D;\ph1 part1c1pants»

A bas1c reference was a report on a barr1er 1dent1f1cat1on project

(Kumar 1977) onducted with handicapped post-secondary students study1ng

Vocational Technical and Adult Educat1on (VTAE) in N1scons1n _VTAE,pro-

2 4
.ject investidators also adapted the c]ass1f1cat10ncof barr1ers found in

Baryiers and Bridges (Ph1111ps, et a] , 1977). -

The. Operationa% Guide11ne- Pr;grams for the Handacapped (Sm1th

1977) was designed to assist- commun1ty co]]eges in. comp1y1ng w1th regula-

t1ons protect1ng the handicapped A]though des1gned as a reference guide

on]y, th1s resource contributed to the De]ph1 study in the areas of ad-

m1n1strat1on, student part1c1pat1on, budgeting for programs and serv1ces, -

LI

and}1mp1ement1ng, reporting, and evaluating«programs and services.’

6o
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Although few literature references were available for this study,

recent project and research reports provided information to establish a

E B

basis fbr research, especially as the reports addressed barriers, how

5

’ . they could be removed, and the tasks necessary to§;emove them.

)

2
?

3




‘the way handicapped students at Community colleges rated:the feasibility" .

pompared to the way the Delphi survey participants rated the feas1b111tyﬁ

- move the barr1ers which affect handicapped persons in community college '

.
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CHAPTER 111 ) o ..
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PROCEDURES, TNSTRUMENJS‘ﬁND DESTGN OF/bATA COLLECTION : i

3
*

hEA

L I3

E . | = ¥ : o ‘e : . %
This-chapter will describe the methodo]ogy,agd~de§ign for”study.- .o .
A ) . 'v

- ' 5 X
Following a statement of the hypotheses, Part%? describes the policy

focus Delphi study. In Part 11 procedﬁres are. d¥scussed relating to

S

of 1mp1ement1ng recommendations for rempving parr1ers wh1ch were thenﬁ .

of implementing recommendations.- Chapter III will "set the stage" for ‘

the analysis of data in,Chapter IV. ) ‘ . o 4

. Hypotheses - . ’ ' »

In the first part of this study, experts participating in the S L.

policy De]ph1 exercise awere asked to identify and reqommend ways to re- &
P

vocational technical programs. Because this design allowed no guarantee .
or control for é'specified\outcome (Turoff, 1970) there is no foﬁmak;pre-‘

diction model,vénd thus no formal hypothesis in thi's section of the stUdy
$
Inferent1a1 statistics“associated w1th hypothes1s test1ng are rep]iéfd by'

accurate descr1pt1ve statistics rev1ew1ng the 1dent1f1ed ggrr1ers and

preferred solutions of the panel of}experts (De]bech%mVan de Vanfﬁand .

-

Gustafson, 1975). ) &
, .
The second part of the research followed a modified action design,

_ : o

developed;;qkseek solutions to problems in a working setting (Isaac and
SN o a s

Michaet, 1974). A consumer group--handicapped sfudents in vocational

@. ’ . ' B ,\
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3 programs--was requestedﬁto ratﬂ;eiyL the ‘Peasv‘tﬂhty of the recommenertmns
& » “
?or remov1ng barr1ers and those rat1ngs ?enfﬂcompared %0 the feasxb1hty
£ Y ™ 3 * ¥ @
ratings of the partmIpants o’fathe De]ph1c exergggg The chosen hypo-
thesis was that there wou]d be no s1g?i1f1cant d1“ff'erence between the \
. . %,
part1c1pant group and “the consumer group c o ’ S

- ‘I.
7.

»
a " 3
r B

3

o / o '.Inart I:, Policy Focq,s _621phf" Stud‘y .

. B - ¢ R ' .o "

’. Part I 1ncludes the! describ}'mn and background of the pohcy focus_,

@ é,e‘ Delphi technigue, the prehmlmyplgnmng for the study, the coﬂleétmn
o analys}s an’d sy:’{chems of th’ye data, andua d1scu§£1on of the evaluat1on .
of the f1nd1ngs and presentatmn of« ghe results tfqggthe steering Eommt- . ®

. P ’ . » . . ’@. i N
tees @t ” ';5_.«‘*..' . e e % "
. _— # @
Vaa : 5 v ® ‘
b ) Coel g R
- The Delphi Teghn ique | " @
S ST » o & & .
N e‘:% s b‘_p ) W ) - . & v

%
The Delph1 ’techque, commonly us%d to e»amane poh@ 1ssue§ was

adapted in th1s study to de‘fermme the barr‘fers wh¥ch 1mpede handy pped
% Lgapped

o students from successfully enro]hng and/or completmg vo&;at1onal tech‘;
o “\ “:,.‘l:.l' <. did .
nical courses in commumty coHeges In this study the Delphi techmoue

&
.

was also used to ascertam how 'these barr1ers could b# r"emoy?d As d@r
« fined by Turoff (1970) the Delphl techn1que is a 'method for the sys; ¢ ]

tema.tif: so;lici‘tation and collation of:,‘;inforr’hed judgmentfs‘)on a particular ,s\%

topic’ (p. 149). i | o - '
A policy Delphi techr’iifque was chosen for this study because J',t-. is

mest appropriate when little or no 1nformat1on rez%arqu soc1a1 prob]ems E

exists and when there are policy issues. A poh(y 1ssue is defined by
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<furotf (1970) as “an issue for which rational individudis advoéate dif-
A fer1ng reso]ut1ons"ﬁY '1493. The pol1cy focus De]ph1wtechn1que could
be part of the 1n1t1a1 phase of a Program Plann1ng Model (PPM), a soi
S c1olog1ca1 model which. deve]ops an orderly process of structur1ng dec1? o
e ®

sion mak1ng (De]becq -and Van de Ven 1975) The problems encountered

- :

‘ in remov1ng barr1ers for hand1capped students in commun1ty co]1eges in
« v~
Texas appear to be s1m11ar to genera1 problems faced by commun1ty plan-

-
)3

ners who used the Program Plannipg Mode] s A
v needed physical and financial resqurces, techn1ca11x
trained personnel, and legitimating power are often TocKed
- within established business, ‘political, ‘and. social institu-
_- tions. Each of these institutions, itself, may be only.
4moderate}y malleahle.. The character ofj difficulties in
L *_ dchieving inmovation within esdtablished bureaucratized
- . organizagions is well documented in the, 1iterature. The
- : p¥obBlem of community. p]anners transcegds these ﬁntraor-
P I gan1zat1ona1 difficulties since théy must- coalesce re-
& sources- from’ a number of organ1zat1ons ‘Further, since 0
political units-crisseross the metropolitan cong]omerate .0
but. seldom encompass it, problems of 1eg1t1macy are. com-

&% pounded. ) s U a”

w T,

~y

. 0 1t ’
Am additionéﬁ roblem s (1dck ‘of ) sufficient expertise
, T a to deal w¥th complex problems .-, The comhinatien of the
& "information explosion" together with increasing spec1a1
- - 1zat1on has made the term ”1nterd1sc1p11nary" a euphem1sm

Y P

5 "é F1na11y the appropr1atenessﬁof technocrats un1]atera11y
" e "planning for" communities may well have passed The in-
. » “volyement of citizéns; c11ents, low-income neighborhood
& o .qroups, cdnterned po]wt1ca1@representat1ves, and others
j & .makes the quest1ons of “subsidiarity” and "Maximum Feas-

‘1b]e gart1c1pat1on most important" coneerns for commun1ty ’
' plann1ng (Deibecq and Van de Ven, 1975, p. 149)"

\
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J
: 1% a discussion of design options in-operations'research and manage—

ment science, McNamara (1976) d1sqyssed d1rect10ns for po]1cy ana]y51s

] that Yehezhe] Dror had suggested (c1ted in McNamara,'1976)‘and ‘that

V

Aaron u11&§vsky cited 1n McNaﬁara ;P§765 had exam1ned .

- 9. '#Quch attentlonnwould‘be p71d to the political aspects
o of public deci'sion-making land public policy-making -
(instead of. ignoring, oﬁ’condescend1ngTy regarding pol1-

'f;‘. t1ca1 aspects) . .
' ) : .
2. A.broad conception of decision- mak1ng and policy-making
\ would be involved (instead of viewing all decision-

mak1ng as mainly a-resources allocation).

- 3. ;A main emphasis walld be on creat1vity and search for
‘new policy alternatives, with explicit attent1on to
encouragement of innovative thinking .

4. There would be extensive reliance on . . . qualitative
1methods . .
5. There-would be much m sis on futuristic tﬁinking .

6. The approach would be 1dbser and less r1g1d but never-

g theless systematic, one which would recognize the com-
p]eXTty of means-ends interdegpendence, the multiplicity
of relevant criteria of decision, -and the partial and
tentative nature of every anaﬁy51s . .. ¢ (McNamara, 1976,

- p. 143) -

' . . ? ’ N
The policy Delphi technique is a fairly new option for research, -
A . -

and'although the techn{que currently has uncertain guidelines,hthe fol-
. i

lowing consistencies have warranted general agreement:

- ~ . L s o RN
.

Definition N T I T
A method for the systematic solicitation ang . coI]at1on' : v '
of informed Judgments on a part1cu1ar topic. ¥ ?~ 4 «
-0 ’ ’ Procedure . % -
" A set of carefully designed sequential quest1onna?¥es . ¥

1ntecsperse§‘w1thﬁégrnmr1zed information and op1nlous
fj?gback derived fkom earlier responses.



3

<« . Possible Objectives
To determine or deve]op a- range of possible alternatives. ¥
To explore or expose underlying assumptions of information
- leading to differing judgments.. .
-« ‘- To seek out information which may generate a consensus of
' -judgment on the part of the respondent group.
To correlate informed Judgments on a topic spanning-a wide

. range of disciplines.
; To educate the respondent group as to the diverse and in-
. terrelated aspects’of the topic. (Turoff, 1970, p. 149): .

¥ariations can be applied to any study, variations which raise ques-

tions with no Yeneral agreed upon answers among Delphi users. Some ques-
¥ N ) .

[ - I

"tions pertinent to this study are:

Is the respondent group completely anonymous among its:
own members, or to the design team or to the user body?

Shou]d De]ph1 be used 1n’conJunct1on w1th a committee
or ongoiM study effort?

Must the design team be know]edgeab]e ip the subject mat-
erial or do they rely oan-the respondents to fill“out the
subject material? : .

. Should the iterations (feedback) be cycled to the: same
s ' respondent group or is there a series of separate res-
B pondent groups interacting serially or parallel with
one another? T e

L L b U W L2
How much freedom should be given the respondent group
to change the nature of the issues presented?

How many iterations aré needed? And why?

What do you ‘feed back into the 1terat1ons,*and what do you
e11m1nate7 » ‘ &

i g “
How do 'you evaluate your respondent groups as to the1r ex-

M pertise or do they evaluate themselves? . :§
“ Do’ emot1ona1 arguments convey content that shGuld be re-
tained in the exercise? .
How homogeneous or heterogeneous should the respondents
be? (Turoff, 1970, PP 150151) S N
o ' . . ey . ) K3 ‘ )
& R /"; W
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_popularity as a research method for planning and techno]og1ca1 fore-'“

“the ab111ty to implement or use the results of the study Po]icy for¥ -

| 11ty of remov1ng those barr1ers Tﬁroft‘s de§§n1
obJect1ves were applied to thezftudg and s%;ved as gdépellnes during . :*
the . des1gn phase of the De]ph1‘rohn ds. ;1 P ‘§§§?~ 1 - et
. . : ’\j ;: %5{_ T géﬁ S ’ “ ‘ '.ff‘( Y:?‘ :
Y _" ‘p “3‘ 4 3 . »
£ 7. :’?: ‘R" i 1 :%;
S PR y

. N . , . e . .
. L

~
e
2

. ' N " . ! o . .
p , ) o . i . . R

Exen with these unanswered quest1ons, the De]ph1 technique is grow1ng 1n

castlng (Turoff, 1970).

R

A policy Delphi study forms poiicy through a committee Whtch?has

o~

mation is not the responsibility of the respondents an the pol1cy De]ph1 f,*

process; instead, they are "precursors® to the poljcy commi ttee act1v1ty,;d'x;

4

Because of the way the information will be used, the respondents of the

L

De]phi study should be "experts" who can offer biased, ratherathaniun- :.:»' ‘

* ""

biased obinions--that is, the respondents “extensive know]edge and in- i ';ﬂi

formation gained by experience are necessary for the techn1que SfSUC‘

i : g
i ' X Iyd
. ‘ i i . .

cess (Turoff, 1970). _ B .35; g o

In selecting the Delphi respondents, Turoff (1970) recommendssthey B

3

be d1versif1ed individuals at a fairly high 1eve1 of resbons1b111ty and
I‘.

are in a pos1t1on -to understand the total scope’ of the exerc1se The; N

§ ¥,

Delphi method is thought provoking, and for th}s.reason, the resp dents Q@@{v

< j
will need to understand that ‘the quest1onna1res w111 ing k)
and require careful attent1on. _ 4;_ .?;'- . _"fif ' e . T

o Turoff's (1970) suggest‘iong a,,ve been useful t& th1s study; e's---\-“

d_ &"‘."

pecwa]ly suggestions for des1gn1ng§1he stu%%g sé t)ng reSpdhdents, and

se]ect1ng scales to determ1ne the~5everley of barggbrs-ﬁﬁ% th,% eas1bi- -

Lo r

pﬁbgedures and - . o
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The three magor exerc1ses of th1s pol1cy fOCuS De]ph1 study are pre-

51:' S : sented in. the fol]ow1ng sect1ons For further c]ar1f1cat1on, the phases

- d:'
»
R
-ié,’}w; "“?,-;‘_..
L i Y

-

L gof the major exerc1ses and accompany1ng act1v1t1es are presented 1n a
woas L, e

'tf;"graph1c format 1n F190re 3 which outJ1nes the act1v1t1es of Part I of

bA
T

s G o
of WA,

s 5

‘, e r"

,ghe study T S PR R
LT Re o : il
B . L , » o . : i K ¥ N L
i & R TR s . ' ' ' .+
. Prelimina :PIannin T AT R k.
s _Y — 99 ‘ R ' Co e Rt o ST TN
2N ? '."' £ RN L . } N L L
G v ¢ .

.”;Phdéé7ﬁ Eleven types of’ persohs were se]ec;%g-for the. steering

c0mm1ttee. represent1nq state agpnchesgweducaggonal 1nst1tut1ons (both
L AR ?i v
sgcondary and post Secondaryg handicapped sfupeni% and a person who

_ wou1d prov1de a natlona} berSpect1veabf-post secondary educat1ona1 op—

:Tﬁ:vr.i portun1t1es ﬁgr hand1capped stﬁdents- «Ihe types*of per;gns se]ected
fgf»T; numbers of representat1v@&, and ﬁhe agencies or 1nst1tut1oqs they repre- s
’ ' séht are pre nted in- Tab]e ﬁI . ‘4 h_J‘Eﬁj"A'_’ §§ ;- ﬁm - .
Recommendat1ons fa:csteerung cpmﬂ1ttee membé?s were’ solicited froﬁmﬁﬁ&

g ' "
‘ pub11c agency adﬂhn1strat1ve persan@el;zsupervlsory personne] 1nstruc- i

hd
, J

. _J e '1-' :
col]ege vocat1ona1 di- §g§
A K 3 W

rectors. and coord1nators of p1ﬁot progects spor ﬁored by thevTexas Reﬁ%
L

4 %}g@'ﬁgg§l1tat1on Comm1ssaon Hemhers Qf the ste;r g committee_and persoﬁg

., togs, Texas Rehab1]1tat1on counse]a

N

\a\\\<b who reconmended them abe:1nc1udeg'iﬁsAppendvx B,

- The respons1b111t1es o? the ste@r1ng commbttee were:

T;; To 1dent1fy part1c1pants for tﬁgre rounds of the
‘ijelph1c study . i:i/ﬂ E{f | ;f ;j ? |

2. To respOnd to three rounds gf the De]ph1c study

3.. To q@ent1fy ways tQ jmphement the resu]ts of the

B .‘-ﬂ"_’h-)“"
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Prel iminary
Planning

tollection

Analyses,
and

Synthesis
. of
Data

-

Policy
Analysis

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

f
- ||Phase 1: Selection
of Steering Committee

STEERING COMMITTEE

Activity 1: Select
Steering Committee

Activity 2: Initial
meeting Gf the
Steering Committee

Phase 2: Identification
of Delphic Respondents

Activity 3:  ldentify
respondents 1) Principal
2) Alternate

Activity 4: Solicit
- agreement of design
of questionnaire’

\. (steering committee) '

RESPONDENTS

ANALYSIS

f
Phase 3. Preparation, of
Round 1 Questionnaire

Phase 4: Collection

of Round I Resporses

Phase 5: Analyses of
proposed barriers

Activity 5: ODesign,
instrument (utilize . 2,
assistance of sub group”
of steering committee)

Activity 6: Pilot

test instrument i
Activity 7: Solic’@

approval of final form
from sub group of the
steering committee

£

Lo

7
Activity B: ° Item
analysis

Activity 9: Prepare
draft interpretatipn

Activity 1D: Prepare
report for steering
committee-sub committee
Round One synthesis

Phase 6; Preparation of

Round IT Questionnaire -

Phase 7: Collection
of Round 1 Responses

Phase 8: Analysis of ratings

Activity 11: Solicit
approval of the
steering committee
sub group

Activity 12: Anal-
ysis of Round I1

-~

Activity 13: ,Pre-
pare and feed back
information

and proposed solutigg; !

2 =\
& »

/

T

-
Phase- 9: Preparation
of Round III

Phase 10: Collection
of Round .I1I Responses

Phase 11: Analysis of

Evaluation |
and <

Phase 12: Analysis of re-
commendations for task

implications

Phase 13: Steering
Committee Reanalysis

Activity 14: Presenta-
tion of identified tasks
and ratings of desirabi-
1ity, feasidbjlity and
cost effectivness

Activity 15: Solicita-
tion of agreement or
disagreement from .

steering ¢ ee
\. members.

identification and policy |-

proposed.solutions

FIGURE 3: PHASES OF THE
POLICY FOCUS DELPHI STUDY

\
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. TABLE 11
SELECTION OF STEERING COMMITTEE |
. /\LQ&LC bi :
Types of Steering. i, OF\HW@PRTHQOEOMM£1fEL Agency or
Committee Members Se]etted ~ Representatives w,,m_,m,IEEElEEElQ"
STOSTeering Mnbers of Agency or
Handicapped stndente‘fromu, Repras@ncativlsers of sefusteSuofovocat1ona1

the vocational technical
programs

lcipped stadents frow
Secongaky | Education.ica:
‘Persoﬂnel

ary tducarion
Community College Voca- .
t1ona1 Directors

Lolinoe fokb' v

‘ Commun1ty tgl&ege Voca-
tional Program Personnel

Pilot. Projects. ?900505ed2
by, IexasyBahab1 itation

Comm1ss1on TRC) .
D507 ety

Post- S@condaay Teashenh
-Edueatarﬁs) g

rz iy
Texas Edu:at1on Agency,
Department of Special
Education

-

Toteoeetint e S

Tenastdhcafioﬁ”Aééﬁcy, .
Department of Occupational
Educat1on and Technology
College Coord1natnoq Béaﬁd

o T,-J‘vm,ldl

- RS DN
bruv et e A

Texas Rehabilitation
Commission

:-r

AT
‘{\‘. o

?«"l‘ v i
Natlonal Consultant

/

oas

~fw%xrﬁﬁm}a&t—the—eemman+ty col-

-

) ”sgrs of services o1 voi

2-  Fhegtamgeat fﬁ@decmﬁuﬁtem which

rg ers, students to community
~ sellsge vosatianal programs .
2 P@réoas teaenu§1b&ec6ﬂmuthe ad-

L @éml§§€at665t66n§rogramﬁaat the

;gcal eve

3 rsons respdhs1b]e for. E
*3 RenseuSadinac§?Vpre§pens1b}e;
‘fggath¢eséadents"program

A4 Pagidatatiarscefypregpams iFor -
: h@adtﬁ@peeddéﬁﬁden&soan four

" nit es in Texas
4 1L1¥1fa¥ors o?gprogran S

1 Feaghes §Eé1§€088 9 provide
?namnuety°a@1 tgelniques. for

" o ocat1on?] instructors

redoher traitners who &ro.
1 Shateuagenny 1pessannelewho. pro-
v@de:consultattvecsetg1ce to
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“The steering committee met February 10,'i9784 A copy of the letter in-

. vitation, an abstract of the study presgnted to the members oflthéw.i
steering committee and minutes of the meeting are included'in Appendi;%%$% e
B. At the initial meeting the steering committee identifjed the .
criteria fo;'succeseful comp]etﬁon of prog;ams dn‘vocational technical
educat1on by hand1capped commun1ty college students, and 1dent1f1ed
‘and ranked barriers which impede th1s successfu] completion (Append1x

°. B). A tentative Round One of the De]ph1c exerc1se was also sub-
mitted to the steering committee and they agreed on the genera1=design
of the instrument. N\ T

3

o Phase 2: Steer1ng comm1ttee members were then 1nv1ted to nominate

: three part1c1pants and as_many as three a1ternat1ves, the1r cho1ce being
" qoverned by the nominee S knowledge of conmun1ty col]ege vocational pro-
grams, their ab111ty to 1dent1fy what ass1stance hand1capped students
need to ;yccessful]y'learn vocational. skills, and their knowledge of the
current barriers in community col]egeé which keeo handicapged students

&

-bers were unable’ to attend the keeting. Of these, one submitted nomina-
7

tions at a later date\

fnom either enrol]1ng )n or cqqilet1ng'VOcat1onal programs Three. mem-'

A letter‘(February 18, 1978, Append1x C) was.mailed to each per-

’

£

son nominated,- brief]y explaining the study and the Delph1 techn1que
It also out11ned the respons1b111t1es of the part1c1pant
Complete the, Round Qne Quest1onna1re (ma11ed to participant)
Complete the Round Two QUestionnaire (mailed to participant)

Attend a two-day yorkshop, May 4 and Sf 1978 - B . ®

Complete the Round Three Questlonnaire

/s

i
P I
¥

A
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The abstract of the study and_an agreementvfprm were enclosed (Appendi;
“ | C). Of the seventy persons'inyited to participate in the.study, fifty-
three’accepted. 0f the seventeen whﬁ did not particfpate,.eight
;areturned the form or contacted the office 'to decline the invitation.
A folTow- up-]etter (March i1, T5§8) was mailed to persons who ° . |
agreed to part1c]pate in 'the study. This letter 1nc1uded<the objectives *
,'°f the study;Jnames of the'steerﬁng committee,_definitionlof terms, and |
the tentative agendalof;the workshop on May- 4 and 5, 1978 (Appendfx

>

: " L o -
Collection, Apal ,_and Synthesis of Data q

oF Round One. Ph&se.3' The Round‘One qdestionnaire was prepared with
the ass1stance of the Texas A&M Unwvers1ty faculty comm1ttee superv1s1ng

-th1s study and‘5uggest1ons made by the steering committee members A

. o s pi]ot test was_theangnducted with two handitapped students who attended

- .

"tommunityco]lege':vocational techn?@l programs, a coordinator of evening

) classes in a'cqmmunity co]]ege, and®¥a TRC coﬂnselor The p1lot test in-

‘dicated a need far more 1nformat1on about the respondent espec1a11y‘1f

A

~the reSpondent had a hand1capp1ng condition. f‘

)

The prepared quest1onna1re was then subm1tted to five steer1ng com-

v

~ ' mittee members for their approva] oé the general des1gn of the 1nstru—

3

ment. Except for two comments con

;ng the 11nes d1v1d1ng the handi-

: ‘steer1ng comm1ttee offered no
\r o -
other suggest1ons for ch g1ng the 1nstquent

’capp1ng cong1t1ons and the -barriert,

Phasé 4: During the latter part of March a survey packet (Appendix_

D) was sent 30‘the nineteen steering committee'membjrs and to the

Ry

by s,

Coesd T
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fifty-four additiona1 participants selected by the steering committee
(Append1x ‘E).- The packet in¢luded: _ &

1. A cover letter which exp1a1ned how the 1nformat1on on]d
be used, and gave examples of barriers to help st1mu1ate»;
* participants to describe barriers. - ..

2. The Round One quéstionnaire. g .

R

3 . - . K

2

3. A fqrm'requesting'personal jnformatfon.
4. A»form requesting’ ratings of criterta neﬁ%ssary for
handicapped students to successful]y comp1ete voca-
t1ona1/techn1ca1 programs in commun1ty colleges. -

Numbers were ass1gned to the returned quest1onna1re and these numbers

- also provided identification for steering comm1tteelmembers and partici-

I

pants for the remainder of the study. o @&
Rouﬁd;Two, Phase 5: A total of 402 barriers were ta111ed from the
s1xty thr%? quést1onna1res returned by April 14 These barr1ers were

ana]yzed ,’pmb1ﬂ%d and condensed so that Round Two conta1ned only 198
L

'barr1ers MarJor1e Hanson a gonsultant approved by the graduate com- “

m1ttee ass1sted in the 1tem ana]ys1s Carefu] attent1on was given to
1,
the general 1ntent and§mean1ngﬂof each barr1er and a]though the. barr;ers

“

were comb1ned and,condensed, each was represented;. Each barr1er was’

then standardized to maintain*consistency AT .
&

nger1ty ratings of barriers were:-on a scale of one through four,
© one béﬂng "very severe", two, “moderate]y severe”, three ”s11ght1y ‘ ot

severe", and four, "not severe". Each part1c1pant was asked to rate- the

€

‘ barrier aécord1ng to its severaty. then ﬁake recommendat1ons for remov1ng

the “very severe and ”moderately severe” barr1ers

°



L

.
A

oo | - Lack of Financial Regources

w
%

~

% : . - e op D
Barr1ers were grouped into the three bread c]ass1f1catfons des-

gcribed.in Barriers and Briddes (Phillips, et al., 1977), under which

more'specific grqupings were:identified aS'fdllows{

Barr1ers Within the He]dang System

\
[

Leg1s1at1on ‘ T e
Planning and Preparation ' '
Personnel: Support Services

Attitudes of Community College Personnel
Attitudes of Non-Disabled Students ' “
Preservice and Inservice Education = . -

* - Prevocational Training T

-Vocational Instructional Programs.and Serv1ces.
- Vocational Materials and Equ1pment

Research

Counseling, Placement and Followup

Student Accounting System

".

:?. Barrfers Within the Society y

_ Lack of Knowledge About the He1p1ng System

L2 , ‘Attitudinal Barriers . _ “
: . Inadequate Leadership :

+ . Media Barriers .

Lo . ¢ -Transportation

N . Employment Barriérs
Architectural Barriers off Campus _
'Compet1ng Demands o - 0
, _ < B
Barr1érs Within the Hand1capped Person, Their Fam1l1es and *
“ Othea Advocates : _ - _
PP Hand1capped PerSons Phys1cal/Menta]/Emot1ona1 Prob]ems
: Handicapped Persons: Lack of Knowledge
Handicapped Persons: Behavioral Barr1ers o
Negative Attitudes and Fee11nés . .
.. Family Members o )
"+« " Barriers Within Advoca es for ahdicapped_Persohs

n " | pped
) . ‘ ) !
B . - - . '

" .
Phage 6: A draft of the. Ro nd. Tw quest1onna1re was subm1tted to

#six m&ﬁgers of the steer1gg co

© .
[ N

This sub—comm1ttee was asked to

o . ' ,
. o
s e . o

7
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appraise the intent of each item and the directions for the question-
.naire. The concluded that although the questiongaire was somewhat

]engthy, they understood the items and instructions

4 Phase,?: The Qound Two questionnaire and cover 1etter (Appendix
F) here'maiigd to partic1pants_on April 20, 1978 with the request

) _that they return the instrument by April 28, 1978, In addition, tele-

L]
*’phone calls were made to each partiCipant requesting the ear]y return

of the instrument As a result, fifty-five questionnaires were re- ‘

u

{ + turned by May 1:- Five othgiﬁinstrunents Qere returned later, a total

of 85 percent (One steering committee member moyed after Round I)."'

» ' Phase 8: The Statistical Package for The Social Sciences (SPSS)
(Nie,”Bent and Hu]], 1970) subprogram, FREdUENCTES, was used to obtain
the ‘mean’ of the ratings of severity of the barriers and the percent of:

st "‘."! ;
Rt responses falling in each level of severity ' B 2

Round Three. Phase.g: The relative frequency (percent) of how -

, . . - : o L
e participants rated the severity of the barriers was then reported .

@

« in the Round 11 Questionnaire a]ong with thqymean score of all the

respondents The participants were asked to examine“the frequency ‘ v,

P

rating9'of the barriers, mark any mean score they felt was too high
\

score. ' °
7

(O Phase 10: The Round Three questionnaire (Appendn4 G) was dis- . é%.

tributed at a workshop deSigned for ‘the participants of the study, Ac-
cording to Kerlinger (1 67) _this method is prefg;éb]e to mai]ing out

'257; -+ questionnaires. Neverthe]ess, because only forty oné of the seventy one

&,

~or too low, and” explain &heir reason(s) for disagreeing ujth the . .«

AT N

LA
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part¥f1pants attended the workshop, the questionna1re was mailed tg the

participants who d1d not attend the workshop. Fifty questionnaires

% -

- - . 2

selec d; r j‘the items with which the§ disagreed. Comments werg
] . . »
A again comb1ned and condensed, attention be1ng given to the general

intent and mean1ng of-each comment. ~Many comgents were adtua]ly recom-
- &, i & . <
mendationsgfor. removing the barr1erswrather than regsons for disagree-
- . .

ment.

(4

Paht,II; Comparative Ratings of Consumers apd Participants
. * B

@

e et

The second part of the study was a comparison»of rat1ngs of the

feas1b111ty of impleméenting recommendat1on5zfor remov1ng barr1ers made
Y B .
by hand1capped community college vocational students with the ratings

of the participants of thé study.
J .The:qoestiondaire requ sting ratinqs of feasibﬁ]i(y’(AppendiX’H)-’
Qresent§d°€he barriepk, recommendat1ons solicited from Qound Two of the

De]ph1c exercxse. and a rat1ng scale. Recommendat1ons rece1ved from
.'Round.Two‘were'cahefulIy examinég-accord1ng to meaning'and'generé].in-
S e T T
_tent, and were combined whenever there was duplication -with a“resulting

a .
£

: . ™ .
351 retommendat1ons for the removal of the 198 barr1ers &
LY ' ./~
. The quest1onna1re‘a55 d1str1buted to the' part1c1pgnts who attended
S ‘2‘."“‘ S . h
-the wor%igop and mailed tg ghe persons who. were ndt in attendance The
", +

quest1onna1re was d1v1ded into three pa?ts because of the “length. Bar-

“riers 1 through 66 were 1n the f1rst pact barriers” 67 through l}6-in"

F oL -
S Q 2

Q . - - « . IR L)"j‘ : » ’__\
ERIC .. % ° Sy Do

*
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the second part, and barr1ers 137 through 198 in the third part Ques-
t1onnaires—were randomly distr1buted to part1c1pants at the wajkshop\' a
and random]y mailed to the part1c1pants who were not in attendance -

. ﬁzgtéizighg completed questionnaires were returned by participants.

e questionnaire was a]so comp]eted by _ hand1capped students

o™

i in vocatlonaéﬁéechnlcal programs in community colleges. After the ‘ .

. inquiry was endon d'by representatives of the Texas Rehabi]itation v
. ‘ we .o ) s '
*-Commission, each of 51 TRC.oounselors selected two students tb
v T ‘ .
_complete the questionnaire. .fhe_counselgrs were mailed the following

informatiom'(Append1x H): . %

§

-’ 1. A nemorandum ‘to the rehab111tat1on counse]or exp1a1n1ng

B

the nature of. the study

2. Avcopy df the memorandum from John A, Fenoglio.
. 3. A letter to each student. L
.o - . & st . LA %
i 4, A fokm -reqgesting information regarding the-student's .
’ ‘hand1capp1ng cond1t10n, vocat1ona1 program qage, sex,
. | type of expected employment and the name of the stu- .
dent s community co]]ege. _ . S o T .
a T . , a0 o e
% Objectives of the study. o . N i : 5
v, . . Fed & .
6. The questionnaire--Feasibility Ratings for Removal of
s Earniersi\ 2

N
’, .

: Ratings of the feasibilityiof\ﬁmplementing recommendations received

from the part1c1pants and students were conpared by app1y1ng a W11ks
[

-

<
N

‘ Lambda Test of S19n1ftcance 'j ' S L - : ‘



\ . Eya]uation and Analysis of'Data
o D

N b 4 A

Phase 12: As a final. summat10n and ana]ys1s of the results of thfs
&

~study, the inves igator condwgteﬂ a factor ana]ys1s of the 351 rec\mmen-
dat1ons and 1dent1f1ed twen€y~n1ne general tasks which might be 1mp1e—. ;
mented ‘and wou]d re]ate to the ?ormu]at1on of. po]1c1es to enable the
_ handicapped to, enro]l 1n and complete vocat1ona1 technical programs of
1nstruct1on in commun1ty co]]eges * The ?actor ana]ys1s was also based
on f1nd1ngs from the rév1ew of literature and 1nformat1on rece1ved from
research and prOJects The 1nvest1gator then rated each of the tasks
accord1ng to the des1rab111ty, feas1b111ty and cost effect1veness of
perform1ng the task&r’ . Co . .;;. ‘3
Phase 13 ~The twenty-nine tasks and summar1zed recommendat1ons re-
1at1ng to the tasks were mailed to the members of the steer1nq commtttee
e requesting their responses regard1ng agreement or d1sagreement w1th the

appropr1ateness of the tasks and.rat1ngs of desirab111ty, feas1b111ty

and cost effectiveness (Appendxx I) Steer1ng_comm1ttee.comments are
presented in Chapter Iv. '% o ‘ , L

. The f1nd1ngs of the stud ﬁi

. care presented tn a ser1es of f”

reconmendat1ons of the study are presented in Chapter V

<

' ) . " ' Yoo
. , : ‘ .
. S 3%
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¢ 5 ca
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. CHAPTER IV B I
) " ) : A
* R . . . . - v . . ) . . . . ey w
: PRESENTATION OF 'THE DATA - ‘

? 3

In\ this chapter find1ngs concerning the criteria for successfu]]y
*

omp]et1ng vd¥2t1ona1/techn1ca1 programs by handicapped students in qgg

munity co]]eges are presented, as- we]] as an.analysis of the data from ‘7?

J

the De]phic study. Th1s-1nc1udes barriers, recommendations for remo~1ng
4;

those barr1ers. ratings of both the severity of the barrigrs and gf the
.feasibility of the recommendations made to remove,.the barr1€rs. Partici-

. L _ . n, ¥ . )
- pant's ratings of the feasibility of implementing the recommendatlpns agﬁ
&
" compared q1th the ratings made by consumersf(commun1ty~co]1ege vocq;ion&]

students who were hand1capped) Twenty nine gene%a] tasks to¥be 1mp1e-
e

» &
mented by community. co]leqes advocates for the Q@nd1cappeg or agenc1es
o
respons1Q1e for the hand1capped are. presented as a resu]t of an ana]ys1s

of the recommendat1ons Ior remova] of barriers.; Data havg beep sUmmar—
’1zed 1n a series of tables' and in the n:rrat1ve qf th1s‘chapter
. ' ) ‘ - . a . -a , .\, : ] a
Criteria-for.Successfu] Completion of Vocatiqna]ofechnical Prggrams 4
o e ) _ _
Seven criteria. for successfu11y comp]et1ng voca11ona1 techn1ca1 ‘

progrars by hand1capped students in. conmunity colleges were 1dent1f1Td

LPne. The cr1ter1a, with the numbers of part1c1pahts.se1ect1ng each cri-

. . terfon, are presented in Table III Sixty-seven of the se@enty—two

1 .
more than one cr1ter1on Two participants stated that cr1ter1a other g

..
K : Q. 4 . ‘
) . . . 1
P 3 o e 2

& - . . 0. P 1.
. . N N f

. o < St o
\‘1 ‘. "‘ . . s _ “ ° .' /” ?

by the steer1ng cormittee and presented to the part1c1pants in Round ‘, .

-~

s

kel
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) ¥ : )
" - © Table III . '
[ . . ) .‘ ] .
! o > CRITERIA EOR SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL, PROGRAMS o
- = ® N a2 f P ‘.
R R Numbers of Part1c1pants e
s v “Criteria’  , , Seﬂect1ng Criterion*: « . " . )
‘;”’ | T -
. Acqu1s1t1on of-suff1c1ent job : ' 48 -
; skills to become successfu]]y T : s
employed ' L N
Acquisition of sufficient skills: -3¢
. to live a productive self- suff1-’»
~ cient life ‘ Lo
: : e & ;
Acquisition of sufficient skills®" = - 38 - ;
. to compete in the world-of work - . . S
/ with non-disabled individuals L Cor LT W
with similar tra1n1ng SRR S e
Sufficient acquisition of: skills B b R T
to meet personal, individual = . I Y I R T
goals o v=_‘££f T L
_ o o . 8y s R AP
Certification in the technical T3 e Faawer S
area for whict” the student is : T ffﬁh. T
. - trained |
¥ ‘ o
Succéssfu]*emp]oyment to the -
“maximum potential .of the per- )
" son’s earning power .
' Complet1on of an assoc1ate
¥ degree
- Other Criteria
s : - Acquisition. of interpersonal rela- T s - I_ o Lé
b tionships with employers and em-. - . Yo e U
ployees ‘ N P
n\5{}w Mainta1n1ng emp]oyment in the.re—‘ 1 o , :
lated f1e1d of trainipg - ‘(‘ v - o ® -
o 5 T ““‘""“‘““‘“""‘“‘;:"”’"“"'?‘“"_‘“ i
DY : N . . 4 Y . \‘. \ - ! . .
;‘_;fﬁ ) N = Gzi . . .l\"‘ | . R - | . “ . IR
R * Part1c}pants could select more than‘onq‘cr1ter1on . X
gr?& : \ - ‘ o ' e 5 ? .
\‘1 ‘ X ; M 3o
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than those‘breSented were necessary for the successfu] comp]etionvdff [
vocat1ona1 technwcal programs by hand1capped students These are also )
T xa‘ O : ' ;.‘ ‘ N
presented 1n the tab]e .@‘ﬂ*u R P @
R ;, A . ‘ N
B T N T A R -
. ?fPreSentation qfiData:CoiTected fromfParticipants s S
- ‘, s B ‘ kA ,. B ‘a LA e .- - o N o g _—
) o . ’ 1 .'3 Lh 31 y K ’ ‘, . : * " - ’“"‘.." ¢
‘ Barr1ers» recommendat1qps for remov1ng the barr1ers, rat1ngs of 'hf .
both the seversty of the barr:ers and of t%e fea51b111ty of. recommenda- ,“f
. b . ,' Y D ")
(_ t1ons for remov1ng barr1erg§ and comments regard1ng the barr1ers are -
presentedﬂﬂn Tab]e }V wh1ch compr1ses pages 81 to 132 of th1s chapter N
Eachsof the 198 barr1ers 1s lnsted under the fo]]ow1ng three }arge ;

AT Legis]atioh

P
c]ass1f1cat1on§ and sub c1a$s1f1cat1ons \ o L
& e & .)‘\ ,' . . ,'Q
Barr1ers w1th1n the*He]pyng System : - R

PlanniHg and - Preparat1on
P ,_At 9 udes of Community College’ Personne]
¢¢udes of Non-Disabled Students.
3 erv1ce and Inservice Educat1on :
PreVi tiona] Tra1n1ng '
‘Voca na]rInstruct1ona1 Programs and Serv1ces

Research™ .

S Counse]wng,‘?lacement and Fo]]owup ’ . !
% Student ‘Accouliting System- .- o . :
*, Lack of Financial Resources . - '

.7dhu Barr1ers Within the Soc1etx

‘Lack. of Knowledge About the. He1p1ng System :
sAtt1tud1naJ Barr1ers ST

- lpadequate Leadersh1p L . o
Med1a Barriers’ R ' o

r:iﬁf ~ Transportation - o po

Emplqyment Barriers -
Architectural Barriers Off {ampus
- Competwng Jemands

Barriers w1th1n the Handicapped Person, The1r Fam111es and Other

» Advocates =/
- Hapdicapped Persons: Phys1ca]/Menta]/Emot1ona1 Prob]ems
. " Mandicapped Persons: ..Lack of Knowledge ,

. Handicapped Persons:- Behavioral Barrijers . -"¢5
*Negative Attitudes and Feelmings oL W
Family Members ' A
Ba*r1ePs Within Advocates forn Hand1capped persons L
o ° ‘ s {,\

AR *

Vocatit Matema]s and Equ1pment - ’ RS

pes



,' Tated S‘erfer Numbe‘rs

econ‘tnenda.tmns under each barr1er vary  from

no ’Kecomn&pdahcms to' y is f1ve reconmendatwns o ‘ .
“ o ' . Q§1xty :*qsbondent rated tﬂe ‘severity of the barriers. Thete are
,% f‘\; presented by percentages, Ju;'thé second co]umn of the table.
9”,% ‘ The D%"hd!p&nt. also rﬁted feas1b111ty af 1mp1ement1ng recomnenda-

R A ¥
T 7

_ tnons, as 1:nd§ca£ed bx tﬁpercentages in the third column. The num--

'ed pne th1rd of the recommendations for the mova]

@

gq, ,coldmhs nf thg tabﬂe.' Respondents often 11m1ted comments to "too low" -
. ‘ ‘¥ -
\ or "t“oo t;;lgh" The f1gures in prarenthes1s represent the number of res-

pondent who dlsagree on the ratings. A]though comnents° were-of in-'

S “ terest, 1t ap;féars that the number of comments and d1sagreement with
oy . A
X rat%? wer‘g not of suff1c1ent number of” change the ratings of sever1ty

apprec1ab1y L
.- ‘ ’ . K . ' D..
t \ KR . v ]
. ’ -
9
: , ,
4 .
; *»
ra b :
"Q"— 4 . " ¢
- ) / ‘ 3
{
. . S
// ' . * q &
. - & o ”( ‘? r__;_/ 7 .
R . .




In the first column, barriers are 1isted {example:

The second colun reports how respondents rated the severity of .each barcier: 1 bein
sligntly severe, 4 being not severe and no aesponse (NR).

. of the recommendat ions.

The last two columns regort the res

Tow" or “too hign"

—

The third column reports how feasible
3 Deiﬂq possinlp feSsible.

A SURRY OF THE SEVERITY 0F SABFTERS FOR THE KANDICAPPE].

7

THBLEAY 0

AND FEASIBILITY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 70 REMOVE BARRIERS

the restndentsvjudqed the resormendations to be. ] bein
4 detng possidly'unfeasible, § being defimitel; unfeasible.

Tne column 1icludes the rating scale, the percentanes nd numbers of respondents

»

pondents' comments about the severxt/fof barriers.
Nunbers in parentheses 1ndicate the numbers of respondents.

!

1.0) as well ay the recommendations for removing ‘these barrters (example: 1.3},

| | 9 0

g very severe, 2 being qgaerately severe, 3 being
The ¢olumn 1nclydes the percentages. :

§ definitely feasible, 2 being feasibies <
Each member was randomly assigned to orly 1,3

-

»

Respondents often limited their comments to "too

N

co
BARRIERS AND REEOMENDATQNSJ

p—

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N < 60)"

[ S T A

-

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION]

RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEﬂEB}!V OF BARRIERS

[

RATED T00 LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOQ MiGw

(Humers of Respondents

BARRLERS MITHIN THE MELPING SYSTEM

Legislation ‘

1,0 A general lack of knOwleng 'a
the acedemic community of Sec-

tion 504 of the Rehabilitation

Act of 197]

1.1 Inform via workshops,!
printed materdal, admini-
strative policy.

1.2 tach organikglien should
adopt policie imple-
~ment Tocally.

1.3 Legislators shoyld be re-
quested to make wording
o less difficult

R "r
1.4 Communicate and disseminate
through news media.

1.5 Provide orientation sems.
nars on the natfire and

" effect of Section 504 for

key admintstrative person:

el o, ‘

N8I 83 0

B -

o

61.530 8
N=13

’

BE15.4108 00 17
N=:13 ‘

A

582313 %5 0
EREL o
832311535231 9
Ne by
08697 ° 3 2
Ne 13

There 15 a need to support legisla-
1 tibn for credible enforcemeht

attitudinal change regarding 504,

v

1.0 (6) Community College Personnel
need more awareness of this act.

Needs to be more information dnd

\ '

—
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. *able‘p)J - canginued o} g# ': 1 . , . !
SR
BARRIERS Ax2 RE(WENDMIONS \SEVEIMARRIER FEASIBILITY B¥ IMPLEMENTATION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS ™
PR RATINGAY PERCENTAGE 'RATING BY GERCENTAGE i . . —r ' s
} .I ' .a! . ;‘ ! L (ﬂ . 00). ’ , . . ) . ¢ R
RN \ A ~ RATED T00 LOW RATED TOD HIGH
C 12 3 4 M P R S R A -+ (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents’

2.0 Social Security Disability In-
surance legislation which in-
hidbits tnitiative to prepare
for employment

2.1 Make these funds available

* for vocational education. |

2.2 Remove earnings limita-
tions.

2.3 Provide yearly interviews
by renabilitation counse-
ors.

Planniﬁgﬁand Preparation

3.0 Inadequate planning on the
~part of the adninistrative
staff for individual student
needs of the handicapped such
as lanquage barriers.

1. l Establls* inseryich train-
ing' for corfrunity college
“administrators.

3.2 Establish an affirmative
action program to include
handicapped s tudents.

1.3 Include *nis *ype of .
assistance v cyrriculum,

»

12034545737 5

21.7.45:0 26.7 6.7

0

45.918.2 213

0 9.1
N= i :

%.421.3 9003 0

N sl

5.5 36.4 3.1 9.1 o
N=1l a

v
[

i

NINIBL T 83
N1
16.750.0 57167 83
Y
18.22.3865.5 & g,

N =1l

2% (10) SSOI can and does imnibit
motivation. Benefits aould be mod-
ified to both maintain security and
promote employment, hbwever, it is*
extremely difficult to convince :
somegne drawlngfsocial security that

| weuld be-better off without it.

Legislation needs to be amended to
create more incentive for people to
get back to work : ' P

3.0 (9) This is the most essential
step in providing adequate programs
for handicapped students. Should be
rated very severe. Shuld be
higher. ‘OPganizational action,

i.e., change begins at the top
(usually). Problems exist so res-
ponsibility for correction 1ies with
adninistration which i not doing
much at this point.

2.0 (1) Showld be rated
less severe. 0
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BARRLERS AND RECOMAENDATIONROP  SEVERLTY OF BARRIER | FEASIBILITY OF DMLTME'ATION|  COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF g237:::!

‘ RATING BY PERCENTAGE RATING BY PEoCEY7a0E _
o ' g (v 3 X . -
TR Y . RATED T00 LOW RATED YL L0
: (Numbers of Respondents) (Numpers c¢f 2eszendents)

-

RE A T R I B N S B

4.0 General lack ¢f communication| 20.036.7 41.7 1.7 0 ’
between helping agencies and

~the training institytion,

4.0 (9) Agenc1es do not communicate 4.0 {3} Too i
efficiently, mwﬁmeammwua
tord and students do not: know of
/ , help that is available, Soould be
rated more severe because of 1) com- ; .
: - : plexity, 2) overlaps of respongibi- ,

' ' ' . lity for the funding process and 3)
. - lack of involvement in professional
. , ) "I renabilitation process. Emphasis

‘ should be on the c|ient.

4.1 Assign a liaison person : ‘ H.73133 83747 b

| to each community colege N=12 ' : d 1 < ,

4.2 Establish interagency 50.0°8.325.0 06 . Lo
conmittees to provide for N=12 - ) : .
more exchange of infor- . .
mation. ‘ ’ / . \

8.3 Provide information 1n | 00250250 0 {
preservice training at ' N=12 ' o -~ {
colleges and untversities . . o _

5.0 Too few certified renabilita-| 20.0 38.3 26.7 15.0 0 5.0 (8) More qualified counselors  [5.0 (2} Frez’er ect spvere
tion counselors on campuses ' - | need to give in-depth service. enough to wirrart congid-
of the trafningsinstitution. o , eration.

5.1 Estaligh some type of S 50500167 3 o | '
. funding“formula to asure ' N2
an adequate ratio of re- :
habilitation counselors oo \ |- L
to students. : S, , ) ;
1 . ﬁ
5.2 Make the job of counselor Ly BOS0I6T - T , : .
“more attractive to new orf ' doN=0 . ' ’ v
prospective counselors. ‘ N r!
5.3 Provide the "comon 16.716.7 5.3 [ =3 ' °
client" concept where N=12 |
various fnstitutions pool . !
resources and focus on a ’ \ .
common ¢ | fent : ' ‘
6.0 Lack of organizational struc-| 10.030.0 41,7 18,3, 0 o 6.0 (8) Administrators must take ac-|6.0 (37

tures which fnsure meaningful
interactidn between handi-
capped and nondisabled sty-

tion to insure that nondisabled be-
come involved. Better understanding
of handicapped individual Situation

dents . o ' L , is essential to assist the removal
. ' : : ‘ -{of attitudinal barriers.
6.1 A1) programs_should be : o lmosan o A
. designed to avoid lack of _ N=1? ) ‘ S a
integrated activities. : e
) ] i ;’ \ . . ,
0 (. v °
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDAT 1ONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE .
(N = §0)

R

{

FEASIBILITY OF IWPLEMENTATION
RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE

S IR BV

{

(OMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF .3E¥cRiTY OF BARRIERS

e

’

- RATED TO0 LOW -
* (Numbers of Respondents)

[ Numbe

—

»

TED T00 HIGH
of Respondents)

\

6.2 Seex specific kinds of
comnitaentd and actions
from top administrative
staff,

7 C Poor -planning and organiza-
‘tion which results 1n sciy)
darrrers, 1.e., inabtlity to

“participate 1n concerts, hear
speakérs or attend fNms.

1.1 Lack of planning is not
usudliy’ 1nten'|onal
therefcre, policy state-
ments dnd writter remin.
ders should be imple.
mented. o

7.2 Conduct workshops and 1n-
, Service training to plan
and organize to assist
the handicapped in parti-
cipating 1n social events

8.0'Lack of planning for required
activities which are d1ffi-
cult for handfcapped students
Sych as,reglstratloq

-

' ) . :
. 1A' 3gencies snoulc Loop-
erate 'n making recommen-

7 adatrons o scnogl offr-
, vals,

8.7 Plan a dif‘erens proce-
dure for dlsablec $tu-
+ dents,

9, klnadequate ava\lablw
readers, interprete tors

and counselors for handi-
capped. students.

. 9.1 Develop o system for vo-
catiogal resources simf- *
the Texas Leagning

< lar to

. Resource Center netwdrk,

Y locZ:e all available
¢

resources.

_—

NA3z ety

M:736.7383133 0

'y

4/

20.344.1 22.013.6

125126750 0 0
N g
L
N3e a0
K: 12
L
B3N 82 el O
Nt l?
} )
i
- /
LSS5 AT g
Nl LN
. *
NE R R
I';N'.IB'
BANS 9 5

Ne il

T.0Y8) Snould be recognized as mora
severe. 3.11d1ngs are naccessible
tmotional, recrbational, social wel
being of botr nandicapped and non-
nandlcapped depend on an integrated
setting 1 school and N employmen

Jater :

) ) A
8.0°(9) Physical handicaps get at-
tention, but lanquage learning dis-
abled students or hard of hearing
students have huge problems 1n trrs
area. Special accommodations shau'”
be made for nandicapped .penr'e

. R

r 4
9.0 (1) This service makes the dif-
ference between students being able
to complete programs or not.

v
\
\

(! .
V) gV '

'

£ 0 '€ Vet severe - most
1nsitut1ons know sthe
k1T ation y L
4
i
f
|
LY
\ ___\,
| -

3.0/13) Rehabilitation
Fomhss1ons provide funds
for these services when
heed 15 recognized.

C
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) RATING BYSPEKCENTAGE [ CRATING B PERCIN AL - . -
o e | oo e oo LW, o mmem
’ LA Y T I AV PR 2 B (Numbers of Respoqdeqts) (Numbers " of Qesaondents);
9.2 Secure funding fon, such ' 5.305.0417 53 - ' , B -
positions on commumity b | : Nel2 Cob “ o
college campuses. - K ) i . ’
7 3 Establish trarning pro IR I AT . B ; . .
jrams for tnesa neipers, NI s . '
. R ! " L] . "
10.0 Lack of funds for support-serd 20,7 414 76103 2 10.0 (10) Tnere is not enough staff [10.0°(z = - . '
vices and staff {1 e., wheel- ’ L to meet the needs of the handicapped
« chairs, pushers, attendants, . : ot {include typists). Additional fund-
note-takers, interpreters, . i ing is reeded to add staff and ser-
tutars, etc. vices. Will become more severe 1f
’ R ‘ current court cases put responsibil-
: ity on colleges rather than rehabi- . v
oo , ' ! . litatign agencies.
10.] Ofitatn legislative sup- ’ 5.0 250160 4%
“oport {funding). ; ‘ N2 9
10.2 Establish priorities for 133250250067 | s
current funding which ' N=TdW 7 .
,would designate (facilita. » .
tors} for socatignal train ' ’
ing (human gr matertel) as . _
i a top priority L A ' S ) S
. ' . v )
1.3 Establ i8n traraing pro- : 50.G33.3 16,7 #Q -
grams for these nélpers. Nt 1?2 i .
I1:G Lack of initial and ongong [ &1 23.7 52.518.6- 1 . oy P pro e
mobility orientation E . ! o f
11,1, Should be stressed by o S50 0 S0 w v g . :
the agency involved and ANET . ‘ ) ‘ ' :
puy in budget by the com- o ' o ' -
Munity .lcola!’eqe Admintstr g . - : )
tion: b ' ‘ ; ' ) :
- L] " . 1 v 5 ,
12.0 Lack of skilled interpreters [ 19,6454 250 8.9 4 | ' 12.0 (10) Need mare interpreters
for the deaf in all classes , C, with skill of sigh lanquage. An ex- L
including vocational technica : 4 ‘" [treme and urgentyneed. ’ ' o
clagses © - . . ‘ : : ‘ A . ‘ ‘
¢ 12,1 Trainilig of studént ser-| ol e 83 0 ® * o )
vice pbrsonndl and funds |° o AN=2 b ) oy , v
1 Myt be made more avarl- . o - R P ' v ' ;
dble. ' . - ‘\ , .
K A 'Q' , -
Je \ ..
i ' , >
) Vo ', .
' p s 0
a3 Y K
. T
s d 1y . -v-‘/
) A ¥ oot
‘ ‘ 3 & ‘ ! ¢ }’g' D ",-'
' 2 (] ! ‘
v " \ e N |
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENOAT [ONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER FEASIBILYTY "0F INPLEMENTAT ION COMMENTS BEGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BAR&[RS
| RATING BY PERCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAGE ° : ‘ . v —
(¥« £0) L et o Lo RATED 700 HIGH
bz 4 m S R A (Wumbers of Respondents) {Numbers of Respondents)
- : -
13.0 Lack of available qualified |17.535.1 36.8-10.8 3 | ' ’ ' . [13.0 (15) Lack of trained peer help- 13.0 (2)
. tutorial and remedial assis- | - . ! ers and professionals is too .often .
tance for people who tannot S ‘ o overlaoked. Remedial assistance .
cope with regular group.and : ‘ nakes the, difference, whether handi-| .- L e L
classroom procedures - ‘ . |capped &*not. Very severe--ti- o A*;’ '
' ' ", |toring essential for all-sensorily Lo .
: ‘ dhandicapped. Need to retrain surplyg ,
|special edycatars to wrk at the |
: ‘ . . = [college Tevel.
. ; L ' e . ] e T ‘ )
13,1 Cnange attitudes of per- 16.7 16.7 33.3 16.7 15.] R
sonnel who fail to real- : . No=l? : : . e
12¢ the need for tnis | boe . 9 : T
. assistance. N ) , . o Ty |
v 13.2 Proyide appropriate . T 25.0‘?@.0 B0 0y PR ,f T K
' training programs for per, Nl . : L T
sonnel to develop tutor- B . e e ‘
11, and remedial ass1s- ' C S : , o ’
tance. . : ' | ’ S R
13.3 Secure funding for such | . 1333310 8360 0
positions on community ) . Nl x
college campuses. ‘ : : . C .
140 Lack of 6ersons to work with 16 131§ 35 3704 ¢ 140013 This 1s%a severe problem [14.0 (1),
the nandicapped to give addi- . . . ’ ‘ which cwﬁi ¥e solved by having
t10na] training when needed | e trained Wirriculum spegdalists and :
37 Brivate’ bosiness as 1t re- , . . instruetors on the staff to work di-
lates to specific job needs ‘ ‘ S fectly with industry. Cost needs to|
Co ' : ! " [ue absoried by private blsiness. '
L : . . . ) Should e higher--has & threefold a P
» b - "|benefiit:  business -gets involved, .
™ ' ' S ' students ‘are better trained to work , .
“ . { + [1n basiness,Yand business wants more| . *
J ST M A ‘ students. ',‘ ‘ N
. ‘ T s om
14.1 Business mignt provide | C 83250333257 81 . : ‘ | .
personnel to work with ! ' N=l2 ' o .
., handicapped- persons. T , o T X
i brovige ratning ang < 333167 B3 0 | S y
funds for job placement R N1 L |
personnel . : A . S ¥ oo
19.5 Lack ofs know!edge of wndt (3223902017 1 115.0 (7] Speaks 4, the need for pro- 15.0 (2)-
“students can do resulting in |- ' v T [fessiongls rehabil itation to be - '
: heqa;we attitudes'tonaed the .1 ' . ’ . lonthe camps. Priority shoulﬂ be .
linitations of the nandicap: . | C in teacher tram@g D
ped students. : : ' N K ‘ : o o
. # ! . ' v } n_‘ ; ."‘ . , n . ’ i ° ' '
° . - ‘ : J o ' ‘-’ ' ) R S . ' .
' ot . ‘ 4 Ct . . . !
- Vot g - ’ , o L _ ‘ o
' e 1 , o) ' ; o o0t
¢ - . . . Ve \‘2"" ’ : R ) oo \_’_ "‘“ "\, ,O‘M '
oo , ) L -, ‘ o . , '
- . . ' » o l,._ i . ] 4 i 4, " . : .
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cute

“:'V|G 5’ ’rqr’wrlﬁ' ! YI G B' n-ppr‘v-»-r ,

— e —

b . : ATl 700 LOW RATED 00 ilw
I T R TR ' webers of Respondents, [Wumbers ¢f Respondents’

1

D argerde tnserpize er- | N . SIR T PO AT S B j
' grams to eduCate tealners o L
3% admiristratoes 4nd ‘ .
AT 1 A AARRL AR
ranges e5peiny e |
‘ e (g of centyt e | ' ‘
MIEIARS
S stanlisr re presers . I
cre trginy Yo e e . , Vel . . Q\ ©
SILIRS (OPIerrINg fee . L
§04rCeS ANICT Are v - , '
atle to nardiodoped, nCa P :
BCCESS rasuries, e ' 1

nOW, 0 usP "hese re- \ : )
Jources, \\

booo.ack of xnowledge ang seger- 00y g TR 0 o N TR s g hagh oty e
vence on the nart of edua- crer wrien results from gnerance U
TPy tnat woutd Tdxe ther , ‘ Tack of travniey and exposure ”’
Wt b o' s tuderts : randrianped e le
otng same o tardards of ' ’

serfarmance ot ngnengng g Lo o '
el studenty waynpla lesf , . ’ %
’ ’ ° h I}

S tadents , v :
s 1

o

el

18,1 Proside 1nseryice sen. a8 TeT
Sttiarty and dwareress o Noe Y
educdte persons respon-
sible for the aducator ,
of the hand1capped ‘ ) « ‘ \

L d

16.2 Estabbisn definitiye 41‘7 LRI [ AN A
veng/1aral oo}?cthe: And / s 1Y \
mintmum sk11l Teyels
needed for Jo entry tnat
myst he met in arder ‘g
complete roarse .

[nability on tne part of wne| 16,321 4SS0 ) ’ 175 .9 Only fosters dependency. |17.0 ) vy

Instructors to empatnize 1n- ‘ Altnough 1nstructors care about nan- ,

stead of sympathize = |+ ' dicapped students there is not T

- ' enough awareness of their needs and

feel1ngs.

~=
<>

17.1 Provrde 1nsersice | 50333167+ ) l
training for personnel ‘ : Nelo © -
WOrKiny wttn tne nand:- ‘ ‘
pped whionoanegde '
practical aaptroation, . f’}., ‘ ) )
and atvities . ‘ '

ERIC o |
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3ARATERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

, (N = 60) | RATED T00 LON RATED T00 HIGH"
12 3 4 IR | A R ‘ 5 (Numbers of Respondents) {Numbers of Respondents )
o 1.1 Make information aboy! 1,750 ¢ 0 83 ‘
varfoys nandifaps avarl- N=12
able to insteuctors. ‘ )
ot lack of self-confidence on 185 .8 AT 40T 2 18.0 (13) This is-a very severe bar- | 18.0 (1)
part of teachers to teacn ‘ rier. This 15 more of a problem '
nandicapped students than understanding, acceptance or in«*
. difference. .
‘s ' Provide toth pre and in. 50.041.7 83 0 0
serviee tratming for com- ‘ N2 ) .
wumiy college faculty N ‘ ) ‘
g .
4., tace of understandieg and  [29.8 316316 1.0 19.0 (8) Problem is severe. There ig19.0 {5)
acceptance andior indiffer- | » a Jack of training and exposure to
pnce toward the special needs| | ‘ W the handicapped which results in 2
‘of the nandicapped on the ﬂ barrier aven when people mean well
zare of administrators, fac- |
Sty and stafé
3.1 Provide better and ~gre 5.93331.7 00
L “angerdices for comrunity Nt 12 ) '
201 lege personnei trCiud- '
1ng knowledgedng training .
0 techmigueS of working . {
W1UR the nandi7apoed §tu-
fents. : '
Do heate athitudes of agmim| el 1 E gL T8 2 20.0 (13} Administrators and 1nstruc4 20.0 {2 Should be lower

A

oritudes 0f Yon-3154ied S:udent_x

"I Lack 9f acceptinge and nega-

netryctirs
Tartispaton

strators and ¢
PLANGASEURIVN

2 nandica students 1n
uilecg ffograts. "
]

2 fyrma’ z0urses of]
stud 5M505 and e
servic tRing tC ring
about athitudira! Changes
lingluding renovs’ ¢

fear”,

tve atttudes Gaoeers
I Prgunde daarbrbss traind
1ng ACLYIRs o COMUn-,
1ty college tavpases for
the g tydent 504y
!

RIS RO Ra I

“|t1es of the hangdicapped.

tors don't really know the Capabili-

f“
21,0 {7) More severe than stated.
Peers play a larger role than 15 in-
dicated. '

Most administrators have
no attitude (not aware).
Few 1f any, would be
negative.

1.0 (5
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BARRIERS ANC 5ECQﬂHENDATlONS COMMENTS REGARDING RATING,Oﬁ SEVERITI 0F BARRIERS

SEVERITY Of BARRIER
FATING BY FERCENTAGE 4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION |,
~ RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60) . . RTIDTOLN - | RATEDTOOKIGH
' [ T 2 3 45 (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers ofiRespondents)
, , ; S "
21.2 Develop and conduct if- N 25.025.0 5.0 8.3 167 |
service tratning for edu- ' N1 . .
cators to bring adout ac- 0 R
ceptance 2f tne nandicap- ‘ . o ' ,
ped which whi! Tead to b
peer acceptance, ! o \ / ‘. .
22.% Lack of acceptance of nandi- | 15.0 26.7 RS0 33 1 22.0 (11) Very severe. There is 22.0 (6) Less seve{e than
capping conditions ty the . little social interaction and we*  lindicated; the pubtic is
.{ public which results in lack - need public awareness. accepting handicapped stu-
of participation by the han- dent's participation in
dicapped 1n social and re- social and recreationa
. creational aspects of ¢ol- - lactivities.
lege 1ife.
22,1 Generally people fear 333500 0 4.3 83
what they don't under- ‘ N=12

stand, more information

- should be provided to tne
public reqarding hdndi-
capping conditions

222 Develop and conduct in-
service training for
teachers and non-handi-
capped students

inadequate orientation of

3.0
: ngn-handicapped students as

to how they may better underH

stand and assist handicapped
students

1.1 Provide awareness train-

fng activities on commun-
ity college campuses for
the student body

Preservice and Inservice
tducation

24.0 Lack of general knowledge of
the handicapped and handi-
capping' conditions

/
18.6 #9.2 a0 51

1

t

.3%5 91 0 9.1
Nzl

*

133167250167 B3
N:12 o

23.0 (7) More should be stressed at
the individual program level. The
deaf student needs an inferpreter °
at the college level. .

24.0 (13) Handicapping conditions
are complex; there is a need for re-
source people for staff inservi

and consultation. Knowledge breeds
understanding and acceptance.

23.0 (1) Oriertation is
not needed, integration
is, for people to be com-
fortable with each other.

4.0 (1),
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BARRERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

[/ T

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

~ (OMMENTS REGARDING RKTING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED 700 LOW
(Numpers of Respondents)

RATED 700 HIGH

(Numbers of Respondents)

—

* 241 Most ingtructord wno
" gre asked to work with
-nandicapped students must
learn the hard way--trial
and error, Teacher
tratning sessions must
include working with hans
gicapped in thelr own
; particular disclpline‘ |

25.0 Lack of knowledge that nani -
+ festation of nandicapping
rond1tion 15 often periodic

and unpredictable in timing

25 1 Information regarding

,the handicapping condi-

. tion should be provided

0 the educator 4t the

time the student reqis-
ters.

" 25 2 Instructors should
schedule counseling ses-
$10N5 wWith a]1 students.

¢
25.) Puphic relations ef-
forts snould be conducted

26. 5 Assamption on the part of
the non-disabled astructor,
coynselor, or administrator
that Just because the dis-
abled sturdent nas not indi-
cated there dre problems,
that "everytning fs fine--
we have no proplems’ 3

26.1 Provide basic knowlec‘:
about handicapping condt-
tians through nseryice
grograms

5.0 Replace tn
lecture and Mrm-refer-

, lanced evaliation with ine

. drddalized nstraction.

261 Teatn the student g
commynicate treir pro- o,
hlenms,

raditroral|

6.835.042.4 1.9 1

10217383 98 1

7330800 90
N=12

) 250 (5)

50.0 nﬁ 167
Nel?

6 0

5016703 81167
N l?

BT 50
w12

o'

N

/
BINTBL T
N 1Y

182 91273455 @
U 5
N

07250250 83 0

N2

264 "7, Many do not take this tntg
consyderation due to lack of know-
ledqe

Renk

-
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BARP LIRS AND RTZCMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER FEASIBILITY (F IMPLEMENTATION GQMATS REGARDING RATING OF SEYERITY OF BARRIERS
oo RATING 3Y PERCENTAGE - RATING BY PERCENTAGE . —
e RA . ’ ~ei :
S A ‘ - oo v P L RATED T0D HIGH
2 T T Ly 2 343 (humbers of Respondents) ' {Numbers of Respondents)
21,7 inadequate taff sreparation| 161555250 33 5 ) N " 27.0 114) Much.mbre training end in-f2R o 1
and orfentation toward work- ' Service is neededsfor staff . .
g with handicapped sty 7 . ' ) i S
dents in the bree of arinisy ' . ) . .
learning modalttres ' Y . o o VM
2.0 Prgande 7%t wite yse- S BIRNI, A '
fal sinlis amiin cen e ne ) o '
applied in teaching‘tne ‘ .
nand1capoed trrougn 10
\ seritte ard sfeseryice . X
trawning. X ‘ ) ,
. : ;
217 Train the farulty ang ¥ 33067 35,0057 .
staff to, screer and refer|t . n / ol ' )
' students to $pectalists. A
8.0 Inadequate trgrming and - | 3 3450 3 33 0 . 28:0 (9} very severe--except for PP
formation 15 groveded to initial contact at beginning of the '
teachers reqarding Lsycholo- ' semester Cnere is 1ittie ongoing
gieal aspects, ah¢ learning communication tetween teacher anc
4if6uities of specrfie LI . rehabilitation counselor  Tearfer
nandizapping conditiony ‘ training 1< thegkey to beller educa-
. ' ‘ ‘ tion everywhere.
A, Preservice and inser- S IA SRR IR
18 Lratning 3004id ans |, B I
‘ 7
clude sasic wnowledge a- .
blut nandicapping Comds- | , ¢
tiong and stress that o 1S i _ . '
wide variances betweeyf - ' o K
and amonq people with the 3 '
+ same handigap ealsts, _ A L '
29.0 Lack of ortentation to re- 9.140,0 36.4 14,5 5 ™ 29.0 (8) Rated too low becguse this [29.0 (1)-
deptive expressive ianquage’ . ) . s generally not understood, or this
+ deficiencres and the need : ' < < | need met) ‘/
for specialized lanquagy in- . é o , ' . . '
struction : o { ‘ .
29.1 Develop clatses for the| =~~~ ¢ 2320.3%4 0 9] \ ,
3 ledrning disabled apd . . N: 1T, ) ‘
deaf. ! o ' / Lo
29:2 Pay instructors to at- . 18.2 9.1 364182182 ;
tend special nservices. : Nz ' .
30.0 Lack of programs to prepare | 28.849.2 169 51 | 30.0 (12) Separate programs are not (30.0 (2)
post-gecondary instructors : Sl always necessary, but programs
- to teach the handicapped ¢ should be intpqral to pre and in-
! . service training, Don't want to
, - train all college instructors to be .
‘ special education teachers, hut they
do need resource information,
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS | SEVERITY OF BARRIER - | FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS
o ‘ RATING BY PERCENTAGEN RATING BY PERCENTAGE = oy
-

Web) RAPED 00 LON RATED T00' HIGH
1 2 3 4 W 12,y 4 5 (Numbérs of Responden;s) ~(Numbers of Respondents }

—

30.1 Inservice, or one or twoy ¢« 333333250 0 8.3
classes i instructor Nal? .
training programs should ‘ ,
be provided ' ' |

10.2 Secure state nandate ' 8.3 16.7 25.0 25.0 25.0
for such trafaing Nal2

30.3 Develop an educational 13.325.0133 0 8.3

program for yocational . : N=12 o o
teachar trainers and Texaq " . ' .
Education Agency post- .

secondary staff. ' .

3.0 Instructds inadequately 267850250 3.3 0 ~ ! 31.0 (12} There is a need for spec- P1.0 {1)
trafned in techniques to as- [ falists in this area to work with
sist the handicapped student o ' s instructors to help plan adaptation
to adapt standard procedures
to meet his requirements. - ' ’

3.1 Instructors should be 25.016.750.0 0 8¥
assisted by a resource N=l12 ;o ' ¢
person (advisgr or coun-
elor) : oo

n.2 P;Ev$6e graduate level ) '
seminars ahd workshops : ,
as & part of employment

32.0 Lack of knowledge of and send 20.3 458254 85 ¥ 132.0 (12) Many vocational programs [32.0 (2)

. sitivity to handicapping cond , - base evalyation on typical employ- A
ditions in planning, imple- . ment’ settings and performance and
menting, and evaluating in- _ don't consider adaptations which are
struction and vocational 4* routinely made for placement of han.
learner outcomes dicapped workers. Should be inte-

‘ " . |gral to inservice and preservice
) 3 trafning.

32,1 Provide Inservice ‘ - 13.333.125.0 0 8.3 : ,
training of facalty 12 .

32.2 Provide nore research \ 5039535 0%
in this area N:8B :

33,9 Lack of knowledge and train- 15.937.340.7 5.1 1 33.0 {13) Handicappin? aspects of  33.0 (1) ¢

fng by staff and administra- § . ' . deafness are not really understood.

tion ta be informed about , - ‘ .

the needs of the hearing ‘ ' ' , ‘

impaired . .

33.1 The needs of the stu- . 23030, %0 9
dent are generally known, B Nall . ' N\
the staff and administra-| .~ . , :
tion must learn how to ' ‘ ' ,
meet these needs.
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BARRIERS AlD ALT “M"»RJA'Z'NS StVERITY OF BARRIER ,CEASIaiLIT( OF [MPLEMENTATICY (OMMENTS PEGARDIPG RATIVG OF SEV[RI ' OF BARRIERS «
. . ‘ _ ' DATING B PIRCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAOS L _
S e = . RATED 100 LOK T ORATED TO0 niGH
s oo |V R R [ R “lumbers of Respondents, T Noers of-Respondents
2332 A resource persin smLig : SRR et 2y
S be provided. Ve : ‘
4.5 Ltk of COunselwng rd e VOYED L0 64 | 340 W Counseling can be the most |34, 0 3
SThng saills neeged % 11 7rce . ¢ 1mportart aspect of helping tne hap- '
o cdate the nandrtALosl . ' izanpeg by defining expectation
Agertg n Werens { - : , Ilevels. Most instructors are not . :
C ' adgauately trained”1n counseling , A
v 'egin1ques 1o atcommodate an, Stu- ‘
, ’ . Jdent’s unijueness--not just the han- .
. 1¢apped student,
HoUProvade cnser, s S L
traning Ve .
30 dptain legelg e | T " e G A ' N
' Ca e q
por? to add <gunselors CoL , ¥ /
and staff. ) ' . , "
397 Inadequate trarming programs [ LT T RAy e dp st ' 395 00 Very few physicians are up [ 3507 4
for pnysicians, ghystial ‘ on renabilitation meditine. They
therdpists, octupationar - ' ' : know more abou! acute disease pro-
nerapIsts, and s001a. wore: T _ N cesses than lony term rehabilitatrye
ery 0 develop technigues %0 efforts .
encourage handicapped trdt, 4 ) : .
duals to zongensate for then K '
sapilities by enteriry : ; o
' training programs, ‘
. 31 Researcnneed Fir ! ‘ Dy Lo | |
tnﬁ:nwnq ‘ ' Nos
15.2 Provide nore tratming |, ' viywrar o3 - .
with emphasis on nelping | o Nell oo : ) / "
the disabled attain the s , )
“nighest level of 5! ‘ .
. possidle., g N
36.0 Lack of exposure 50 the 133 3.336.726.7 3 . . 36.0 (5) For vocationa¥ teachers thid:36.0 (6] Most instructors
world of work by 1nstructors o ' should be a high priority and the bring successful work es-
+ themselves who often set ) \ . teacher should have experience in thq perience to the communi®,
v poor example (mode!, . “real” world, college.
36.1 Ootain assistance fron ‘ 16,7 16.7 2510 25.0 16.7 oo |
| e consul tant - N=lg _ ,
38.2 Upgrade local miring S0 504817250 8.3 .
practices. N2
31.0-Lack of ability on tne part | 15.3 28.8 5.8 10.2 | 37.0 {11) There is also a lack of | 37.0 (4) The degree of
of the instryctor to adapt ) creativity in this area a5 a result | success if determined t.
curticudum to the neads of N ) of closed minds, ' how well curriculum 1s
nandrcapped students ' developed in regard to -
' : ' person's lanquage expar-
, , % ! ience.

/ | .

E lC ‘ « .
J|‘;'H,‘
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FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCENTAGE
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A

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVER]TY OF BARRIERS

T

RATED TOO LOwW
(Numbers of Respondents

RATED T0O Hlﬁﬂ27id

(Numbers of 'Respondents

. 171 Provide ar assi1stant toy
nelp the instryctor

I

-

! Provide pre-developed
material and Ingtructions
for modification ot cur.
riculum A

Y73 Incurporate and inte.
grate trdining 1n curry.
cylum adaptation nto
teacher preparation pry-
Jrarts,

regiational tramie,

N

J5 . LAk of approrprate Nan:.
ind remedial programs
Inugge and manr

34" Jevelsp desartrwnty’

programs

| .
tatoral npnet

1.2 Makg :
02

dail
J4.3 Stress tne tmportanie
ot piaing emarasts r
Hese Subjects Yy T
NP S2N0G1 Y
4 inddequate pre, )t Nemal
Sty

.

191 Provise more fande tor
*oprev0oationg! sitt
tragiming:

—

incredge dnnaytg o
PuDT T TR0, greer g,
CARIOR, cunatting’ oore
ran develyomert 3nl .
portunttiag far oo geti ol
PATIAN Ty Rar v yrren

.
Joadant

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16.725.033.316.7 §3
AL VA

6.333.325016.7 167
N=12 )

DTIET
f‘:y‘?

A
Y
TIYING

N1y

1

38.0 (7] Without good basie skil
foundations success in achieving
skills will be neglinible.

390 0130 Tmis snould be tap prigr-
1ty Include word readiness traine
1ng here and most handicapged 4o
not have sufficient sk1lls tn syt
employeny,.

-

383 '3 Juestion whether
n15 delongs at the ‘com-
munity coilege level, ex-
Tect pernaps througk spe-
T3t orograms,

Cas
[$]
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FAASIBILITY OF JMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

CONMEN{E REGARDING RATING OF SEVER!TY OF BARRIERS

‘ ;im, 700 LON

Humpers® of Respondents )

RATED 700 HIGH.
{Numbers of Respondents)

focationa: instrycligeal Prograns

and Serce

S50 Lack of funde Ly estabingn
tratring prograns foronear-
g impgired ;!Jdi:ks

/(‘.? Gutyn more fundy for
travean ;s Hagergl ager-

Tie and ngreprofi or-

tE LSRN ’

\l
L]

P cain of weartatern specials
vzed ournes to tegcn line
ved e Thio1n 4 gpent frug
e

00 g ne ongndied

e Lontingng educd-

Tig prograns

Al rer x:,de"tﬂ.[ﬂ TaEy
Fondang frffigyle,
paoting of pescurces g,
te tre answer.

> Uetermine the needed
areds and request appru-
priation of funds

42.0 [nadequate existing programs
for deaf and nearing 1m-
patred students

42.1 Request 1dditiona)
funding to 1mp lement nec-
£$5ary programs

" 42.2 Individudl 1zed con-
tracted,instrustion can
be, provided for this stu-
dent body

43.0 Communicat ion problems in
a1l tnstructional situations|,
with nandicapped students.

@

43,1 Establish ap interdis-
ciplinary team to conduct
A pragran roytow and nghe
rntuvmund1frﬁn,

1
i

wr

RS B F LA L T

5
L

7300943612705

+

TSN NI 9
o l?

Tt YT 6
'1'12 j

5.033375.0 8.3 42
e 2

\

6, N [l

25.0 250 33.316.7
RV

J

8.3 16.7 4

No=?

J25.0 A3

8.350.0 83 83

300710 Lack of funds limit pro-
qrame. for nandicapped.

41.0 19, Miny Courses coulg be ce-
51gned ang implemented

42 0 (11) There 15 a real.question
of any existing adequate programs.
An easy obstacle to overcome, yet
often gverlooked.

43.0 (8) Communication problems dre
severe between instructors and nor-
mal students even. Littlp progress
withgut comnunicatjon.

—

Y
40.0 40
R ;3
t
\
007 .
|
Qs
! A
3.0
Y
-



‘ M ’
R N R A R .
s S
BAkwd Ay RELOMMINOAT T LGCRTTTOE BARRLE R FEALCEICETY b TMBLEM NTATION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVER:™¥ OF BARRIERS
’ WATING B BESCENTAGL | RATING 0 PrINTAN —
o) ' !
A ‘ : CRATED TOD LOW RATED T00 HIGH
A - . I | R T (Nuhbers of Respondents) (humbers f Respondents) ®
, ‘ ,
v . v .
ST LOMMunYL T ton pron e ir CRE RS T BTN B AR 44.0 (6) Orientation and education | 43 ) "2!
Groups where drsgzied ctu. . programs are needed for nondisabled.
Jents are woreceg Wit e B ' ) Publr¢ relations programs needed to
non=dran, et e 4y e, ’ . |educate employers a5 to benefite of
Turaty \ ‘ emploping handicapped persoris
* »
W eraade foe raertatn URIFTIR IS IF I '
MGGLEERS o0 ngn-nangy - , N ‘
Lipped TLoaquatnt them ~ A \ .
with' probtacs mandroagy ) ¢
niye . o * .
/
R Ol AL L LR PRI T ‘ ) 35 7 015Y dithout achustrent e et L
Lt e e . riculan and tedeh ns atrateiley the
Cey e, e {doors are closed to skill attar-
T B T Y T went Proplems with certet gt )
o of pdacdtignal requirement tnr o r
'] . . < . ~ .
g2y fdugation Arer:,
X y
.« r
v ' T 4 H ,
L3 . L} N ‘
The tongrrttectoragigr - s
. -
TU e rees v gegelyp
fo0d sy el grggrang e
. ' \ . a
UL LERRE IR 1 '
! k
[ L R ' o o e \ ‘
Peee L el mey g . ' ’ ! «
o w " L . "y \ B i
Y f/.ﬂ.\t et e K
Y MO et !

P T ',‘ " " A ' S R B S (LY AR BT TRL R [ v : - Jt‘j”—
‘zr_g"\ "_:".!"j, r f"'._.c :rt“‘”' " AN r A ‘,!'.13’3' "',
HE TN T . ' ‘ Sl Talonen N

b ' r anzyrty,
" , - . : ' . '
- : " i ’
AC S LA LA TV N .
!J.b': ' H ‘v '
. Seotalien ot ]
. !n;_]wr,]::;,\f ! \ N
Vg L VTR LTS T oo eTe S Tas shouie ue devel et S
e ar ey goeliete fully 2ng suppartes far Tonistet
’ R I DA KD Bt ' - with ‘Jnjlnq. There vy 3 SRdl ooyl
' . WT wnetner 1L g tre reLIrL It . ,
) of the Cormyunity olTens 1§ DLede )
.’ tiomasla-ahgw abo,t 07
N I L A . e Tk .
Sy Angeg ey g e r 1o
J00WY T e )l e ,
T BT , : .
' : o a 4 2
[ 1) : .
» f
- .
[ v .
1

[Ell:i(j‘ ' | | B A | | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tabio !y

- Lortinged
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CLVERITY OF BARRIER

e

FEASIBILITY OF IMPL

EMENTATION,
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b

3y COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS
P ATING 3¥ PEICENTAG WATING B PLRCLNTALE R -
SR - RATED T0D LOK RRTEF 100 HIGH
[ S TR [ B S + (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents)

48.7% Lark 9% ongoing antac’ with
the nandicapped «%udent *
mONYtOr pragress and proolen
gty otfer encurageesnt
L BRI (] PR LAV

edacational orogrgm,

4y

CrvIde re SIS

In
110aTOn Le laeen guencie,
. dnd I

My ey

Cotatlane netter oor-

oy I v,,“:, "

a8 gt !up.urzorltwgf
fFor roraut™ itation ser.
vi.es to provide onjoing
. sapport far nandicapped
Student, on thp agrly
years ot training And ot

, experiency
)k' '
1 [ Wt 1 [
A Peov e i fag e
W

educationdl ulannng

19,0 Vocatronal/ tecnnicsl lass
entrince exams that do not
consider handicapping cond:-
tions such as learning dis,-
abtlhtres 1n estanlishing
noms,

31 Removw or o1ty ngrmy
to accommodate tne nand:-
¢apped

56,0 Unwi 11 injness af anstructors
to Jive aral wamingt ey,
LY
when approprigte.
501 Pay anstruster, far ohe
U
ST R I TR T I

dent gos1tance

L0 Famminations whet iR iea on.
AL, artegted
ST 0 vy yivarn b
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ERIC
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o
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0 0

o

8.0 {11} The problem is severe,
There is a need to have Certified
Rehabilitation Counselors and peer
counselors assigned to each student
for the duration of the college pro-
gram. There is not enough staff to
keep up with large populations of
handicapped students.

203

49.0 (12) There is inadequate pre-
assessment of handicaps. Adaptation
of systems approach to instryction
will alleviate this to a major ex-
tent,

50.0 (6) This attitude sets condi-
Lions for a student to fail.

51.0 (3)

48.0 {0) {

49.0 (2) Do learning dis-
abilities belong in col-
lege? Norms need to be
more flexible

50.0 (6)

510 (2)
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bl \ RATED 700 LOW RATED T00 HICH
: o) 4 NR 23 4,8 {Numbers of Respondents) {Nymbers of Respondents)
I il
5.0 Traintny 1rags within pro- A8 63343921 3 52.0 (6) Lots of individuals get 52.0 (4)
grams tend ‘o felunit the shelved and categorized because it
NTCupAtIANT T hotee, dygt 15 easier than taking the time to
aale "o e, offuri . find out what is truly wanted.
Suh @ mareaw range of skl Limited training programs gre avail.
tratniny ablec Still too much stereotyping "
of disabilrties, 1.e., a1l MR's.like
to do repetitive type jobs
Joo M e rynge ot AT 8y R
S trapeng Nl :
R . f Ty AN | Y . '
S e, b g terng. (b il [ I
Croeedgter et N
e eyt
LU UV BUNNL :
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BARRI,{RS AND RECOMEND
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ONS
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& :
SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RA*IVG BY fERCEVIAGE
* 60!

B —

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE ‘

I BRI

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF ‘SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

e

-r

RATED TR0 LOW
(Numbers of Respondents) !

RATED T00 HIGH
(Numbers of ReSpondents)

. 55.2 Obtain leqisiative sup-
port 1o increase fundlng
for more per,onneI

5.0 Student"rQIner ratio tog!
large to*aliow apnropriate
sadmintstration of tests

5§.l Provide a specializes
testing program

56.2 Provide funds for et
ter student/trarner ratio
or special assistants.

96.3 Individuphize tes ALY
procedures.

2
50.4 dire a paraprofessional

57.0 Inadequate task anaiysis of
technical skill greas in re.
lation to training students
with handicaps

57,1 Fund exemplary programs
in area of task analysis

57.2 Train sta*f n methods
of scientifig 3ob/task
analysis in curricylym
develgpment

58.0 Lack of teaining programs
“far handicapped 1ndividuals
In the emerging tecnhnalogy
areas

9.1 Ootain funding to per-
mit organtation and im-
glementation of “urh pro-

- grams

v 5.2 For a liavson

Q;;n
‘

husine
f

LY

a2 IR S
[T L
. S

ShAA 43 )
g

19025 34 3338 2

Can

333167 333067 )
N2

”-

| il 17167 8
2"
6.7 41.7 16,7 2.3

16.741,725¢C B3 8.5
Nl

6.7 250167 25.0 16 7
N2

133 23333167 83
N 12

2.0 33.316.7 167
N2

83

1.3 83417 8.3 B3
N 12

33.3 250 33 ™0 3.3

56.0 {5) If onegrannot evaluate
skill
mine progress unless curriculum s
based on performance objective

Skill level evaluation is essential

.

[y

370 (8) This elimingtes a greal
many Students who could attend 1f
work site adjustments were avarlable
Should be a top priority.

58.0 (7} vocational/technical coun-
selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-
tors are still looking at disabili-
ties rather than abilities. There
is a need for more places that will
hire the shandicapped.

levels, then hiow can one deterd

5.3 (3! Testing situg-
tions dare feastble: in-
divigual testing s easily
arranged.

-

8.0 1))



Table IVI - {ont1nued

—

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEVER]TY OF DARRIER
RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

[ R

porm e e ————

FEASIBILIFY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TQO LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED T0Q HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents)

-

59.0 Limited variety of voca-
tional/technical areas which
accept nandicapped students.

591 Provide pre and 1nser-
vice education for faculty
&nd administration to
bring about attitudinal
changes.

- 59,2 txpand electives and
subject areds

59.3 Identify "mode!" pro-
grams/which community col+
Jege adminfstration and
facglty can visit as an
example. -

60.0 A lack of specific entry
fevel job criterta that a
person with limited abtiity
could accomplish and achieve
in order to be employable

60.1 Work closely with busi-
ness to establish jobs
that handicapped persons
may €0,

60.2 Bring 1n consultants
for technical assistance.

60.3 Develop 2 career ladder
self-paced program

61,0 Absence of a continuum of
training skills for elemen-
tary through secondary educa
tion through vocational

- technical programs

§1.1 Establish a sequentia
curriculum,

13.831.041.413.8 2

21/1/33.9 3.9107 4

19.3 35,1351 105 3

16.7 50.0 16.7 83 8.3
N=12 :

1IBOBI 0 B3

K12

41,7333 8.3 8.3 8.3
Nz 12 !

—~

50333 83 83 0
N =12

.0 837160 83

N =12
4.7 83250167 83
Ne 2

5.050.0 0 167 8.3

N=12

59.0 (7) Vocational/technica! coun-
selors, teachers, advisors, and tu-
tors are still looking at disabili-
ties rather than abilities. There ig
a need for more places that will hirg
the handicapped.

L

60.0 {7) This 15 a very severe pro-
blem--coordination 15 needed between
training programs and industry to deq
termine minimum job entry level

train those with limited ability to
fil} this need. M-

n

-161.0 {8) The continuum of education

training from elementary through
post-secondary is fragmented at best

skills needed to be hired and then tg

59.0 (6)

60.0 (4)

4

1.0 (1)°

-



Table I - Continyed

_ BARRIERS ANC RCCOMMENDATIONS

/

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

[ Y

FEASEBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW
{Numbers of Respondents )

RATED TOO HIGH
(Numbers &f Respondents)

1

61.2 Qotain legislative sup-
port to increase funding
for more personnel and
broader range of training
opportunities g% all
Tevels. '

62.0 Lack of exit_ggints in the
curriculum which allow the
student to leave 'with recog-
nition) when the student fas

1 acnieved to the highest level
of nis abilrty or employ-
abilrty

62.1 Establish new policies
at The Texas tducation
Agency leve]

62.2 Establish such point for

a1l students and stop
counting "completers” on
reporting as seven year
certificate or two year
deqree.

63.0 Lack of 1nstructional mater-
ials and modifications to
.meel the needs of handicapped
studen‘ts .

s

h3.1 Provide trarming for
faculty to make necessary
modifications in materials

63.2 Prepare and make avail-
able materials which will
enable a student to learn
elther by seeing or
hear{ng.

4.0LLack of xnowledge reqarding
adapting tne ciassroom tu tne
handicapped studdnt, or the
“handicapped student to the
classroom.

< 64,1 Obtain a ronsultant to
45515t with adaptation

j\\\

8.629.343119.0 2

.

2.640.428.7 88 3

N9a2e3y 85, |

16.7 8.341.7 25:0
N=12

8.3

3.3 5.0 167 16,7 8.3
N2

5.0 8.3 8.325.0 3.3
N

33167250067 8
N: il Vi

167333333 0
N =12

21.321.318.218.2 9.1
N=12

6.7 -

\

62.0 (11) There is a need for more
flexibility for entry and exit for
students in vocational programs.

63.0 (9) Much is available if it

could be identified by and used by
instructors--aqain, there is a need
for training instructors. There is
very little research and strategies

| available for instructors, to neet

handwcapped students' neegds.

—

62.0 (3) This prodlem is
being taken care of
through flexible entry
programs,

£3.0 {2)
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)
[ |

NR

FEASIBFLIT;\ﬁF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

| I S Y

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOM
(Numbers of Respondents)

. RATED T0O HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents)

64.2 Teach handicapped Stu-
dents to communicate their
needs.

64.3yPr0v1de fnservice
training.

o
64.4 Purchase limited adapt-
able equipment with finan-
cial aid, available.

§5.0 Lack of reasonable modifica-
tion of general community
college schedules, require-
ments and procedures.

65 1 Place 2 person 1n each
communtty college who will
promote more and better
dapted programs for the
disabled. '

65.¢ Establish an open entry/
openlexit program.

66.0 Lack of reasonable modifica--
tion of classroom and 1abora-
tory.

66.1 Place a person in eacn
community college who wil!
promoté more and better
adapted programs for the
disabled.

66.2 Involve vocational
classes in construction of
specialized equipment.

BARRIERS WITHIN THE HELPING
SYSTEM

Vocational Materials and Equigment

67.0 Lack of adaptable equipgent
that will facilitate teaching
the handicapped.

67.1 Establish a pocl of ad-
aptable equipment avail-
able to various teachers
on request.

67.2 Secure funding for nec-
essary additional equip-

.

o

ment.

L

3.420.7 65.510.3

10.2 254508136

26.342.1 26 1.0

2

N

!

3

7333280 0 0
Nl
50313333 0 83
Nos 12

16.7 33.3 33.3 8.3 87
Ne=12

%50 83817167 8.3
N 12

5047250 ¢
No= 12

8.3

7.3 91455 9.1 91
N1l

25.025.0133.3 8.3 8.3
N= ]2"

9450590 0 0
N=H ‘ J

10060030 0 0

N=10

» ]

R

(165.0 (1) An easy obstacle to over-

Come, yet qften overlooked--such
functional problems could discourage

students from awen beginning.

)

£6.0 (5) Example: typing tables

for proper accessibility.

67.0 (5) Needs to be give a higher

students at present.

heelchairs can fit under. Necessary]

priority. Very severe with drafting

65.0 (3)

66.0 (3)

67.0 (3)




TRt hged

AL OMME S STTOND

PERL T T MLENEN AT O

q

T

)
COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SE

————— __d,.
VERITY OF. BARRIERS

e by

- AN 14 - by L] YA TRy ] N LT TR p
AT B PRRC At VL B oeoRc AL ’
R 5"“, ) . 1
. . ! : RATED 700 0w ATED 00 RIGH
_ , A R 1 ro? T {Numpers of Respondents; {Numpers 3 Respondents)
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ST ound nting, el 15 available but money 1< not, :
Pat e tor wheplong e
o - i
P ST R TT) L T TI R U T A .
cont funding, promote re. N '
Sron and do el ipmen® Pl
T2 menlie the conmyrty IR a
and ocational lassen o Yoe
\ LOnR TPyt hion or deguise
ton gt equipment \
MUuLank of tunds to oarovide for T I R T1.0 (1) Lack of funds must be tne |71 N
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BAKRIERS AND RECOMMENDAT[ONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER.
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

FEASIBILITY OF IHPLEMENTAIQON

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COEMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS -
. A

A
[]

. (= 80) : RATED T00 LON RATED T00 HIGH
b2 3 4 R 12 7 48 (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents)
' 72.2 Provide alternate leard- 50.05.0 ,0 0 0 o
1ng activities. N =12 ,
13.G Prablems in working with dan-f 19.6 16.1 46.4 17.9 4 73.0 (6) 73.0 (2) This whole area-
gerous power 2quipment, han- . "it's too hard or dap-
dling, bf heavy orgdiffrcu’ ) . , gerous for the handitap-

ob)eets, and cop1n3 with dif-
ficult working condittons
(1.0, wet floors) in yocar
tional ytechmical Iaboratortas|

)

-

13.1 Provide ortentation for |

instructors

3.2 Change the program of
the handicapped student
who 15 obviously unsuited
for the course.

74.0 Inappropriate design of
classrooms, laboratories and
equipment.

74.1 Secure funging for nec-
pssary addrtional equip-
ment.

14 2 Make necessary adapta-
tions.

759 Lack of spectally designed
tools, and equ:pment for
handicapped students.

75.1 Research should be pro-
moted in the area of spe-
cfally designed tools and
equfpment .

75 2 Develop 4 system for vo- -

cational resources ;5imfilan
to the Texas Learning Re-
source Center (TEA) net-
jﬁ work to locate resources.

14.0 298 ¢2.114.0 3

179353789 4

E

667110 2.2 0
N9

55.6 33.3 111 0
c_N =.9

8.32.0583 83

N2

33.350.016.7 0
N=2

40.0 30.0 10.0 20.0
N=10

54,5364 9.1

‘i

0

0

¥ RV

'Y

74.0 (8) Labs were not designed for
the handicapped--especially wheel-

* [chairs -

75.0 {10) There should be some manu-
facturing group that could be con-
tracted with to design equipment on
an individua} basis. Need for a
central resource center to check out
equipment .

ped”--is exaggerated. Un-
awgre.{nstructors and
counselors can block an
individual from partici-
pating and gaining skill
for employment with edu-
cation on adap®ing safety
devices, the participa-
tion may be feasible.

74.0 (2)

7501)
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COMMENTS REGARDING REEING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T0O LOW
(umbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

76.7 Inadequate special itgnting

~
——
>

18.0

40. 0

“and talking hooks

)

1.4

IE

T Inadequately desigred learn.

Dinddequdte oo n gt

or magnifying and mechanicy!
desizes

76.0 Obtain funds 'excue,
cost funding | promgte ey
searcn ang develooment

NG 4nd ware stations )
accommoda te the nandirgpped
M ovocational training
courses.

77' Q{\H\n “H‘d"\':. nrnea e

Fopgr noged 1'?!;‘,!0.;}',.“” 0

Lack 9f typing Factliny
svarladle o stydents

/
8.1 Provide a learntag
center

L]
T 2 Ontar funding

K

SERICTION. Tater4 Ty ang
equipment 1n appropriate
media "t e, speciy! text.
b00ks, tapes and dtner mgror.
jals designed for use by the
handicapped; .

751 Obtain funding, promote
research and developmen®

TH L Gevetop o system Fyr gy,
cational resources samilae]
to the Texas Learning Re-
source Center (TEA7 net.
work to lacate resourowy

Lack of tactile maps, vrarl.
ler, optacons, enlarqers,

T OU e e e
S0urces whion make them
dvarlanle ‘

LAfka ety

INtergreter, Yo u at e

Atn qegf st pdent dare

1Ty

et b, i
i (R !

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EERFEE B

by 3ot

1WAy

~a

f1)0D

L

-

4

b

SRR TIN B
NI

I

1R 2855 9]
Noo Tl

[

0

76.0 (6) Needed by visually impaired
Students 0 assist n education.

~

7.9 1€} Physical barriers pose huge
proslems  There is g need for jood
models to adapt to existing facili-
ties

78 0 (4} Some students Just can't
write. Typing could be 3 means of
suppart tf the person had the exper-
lence.

79917,

#0.0 (7, These chould be mandatory
purchdses since this represents eye-
51ght

8170 L One prece'of equipment car

chanae ‘his .

(Mumbers of Respondfg}ﬂ

76.0 (4

~

-3
3
[

~
[a 5
(=3
o

80.0 [0

AN
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS |- SEVERITY OF $ARRIER ; FEASTBILTTY OF IMPLEMENTATION + [OMMENTS REGARDING.RATING OF SEYERITY OFBARRIERS
RATLL BY PERCENTAGE PATED BY PERCENTAGE : J
. ] N . A .
(N = 60! h CRTEDTODLOR . | CRATED TOO MIGH
(A R I SN A 2N B S (Numbers of Respondents) b humfers of Respondents)
A1 T Obtain funding excess | | 20.050.916.0 16,0 0
cost fundtng) oL - NoeT , . ' ‘
Researcn ) Y . .
320 An ;nw"‘l?qness o tndopart ) 30 A g T . 82.0 (8) Most administrative units |8 .3)
of the a.ademic ommunity o . - . '|are responding slowly. Local pres- )
the Admintstrative and Board ' . sure is needed. Bring in advocacy C
level to aggyessively re- . 7 and protective services (sta;e bar, oo
sedrch the ndeds of the hos- developmental disabilities! to tel} .
dicapped 1n their district-- . \ board about 38-142, 504 and rights
low budget priseity, , ) of the.handicapped. ' .
B2.1 Apply for qrants to .0} CBETI6T 8 8.3
leges to fund researcn Nl
INC nedt adent Ny gtion
¢ sehleg student, . .+ 4 .
8.2 Provide funded jraduate ' AL 9 618 ‘
leva' semirars and work- : Nl )
ShOps w'th graduate ire- x ' ‘-
‘_ﬂ 11 te be conducted dur-
: 1nq WOri Ing nQurs,. ‘
823 Conduct o needs 155e5s- . PN . N A T U O B '
©o~ment and prgsent th 'pe Yoo
joverning 0ar , ‘
alLack of researsr vcareg of | Te 3 AS R iR S 83.0 (13) Locai Job marker stuay 3~ e
emplover needs : badly needec. Must know employer |
needs to désior aporonriate prograt: |
. . PNeed for prograr specraltis: petwasr *
4 ‘ : industry ang tratring orograr,
Aot ot Tld e ! ‘ 0o A R ‘T” . i
ups $yr furns | Lo :
vl Detemr g amn e - -3 'y ‘
neesy SJ raintng ar e . \ :
! firectad towdrdy tneie '
red; ’ '
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Wb RSN TS reaunn S L T IR
"1 La-the Teads Aehyr o ‘
it o ey ¢
A Inadegurte Teerietaceqes fe AL U L 84.0 160 Slavigflad izeoon 1o the -
P e lecture form, fvor 1r teceniis’yr.
gdes ane teomel L oy zational areasfuniir nars tns _:oﬂ‘ '
OnEatat SR T gy b ! ‘ new and needed tecrrt Ty L et
mar . adhiiomal regearc \
WP e \ . . \ o .
Tkt oy
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIiR FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEHEN?}\TION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING -OF SEVERITY OF BABRI'ERS
, , . ' RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAGE | A :
. ) (¥ = 60) ‘ RATED 700 LON RATED 100 HIGk
'  JR A Y SRS AN N A B 0.5 (Numbers of vRespondents) 7| (Numbers df Respondents)
83.2 Applyscurrent research ne0, 0 ¢ "
and tegnology (techno- Y " N=9 °°t ¢ .
t logy not lacking] . ‘ , -
Counsel 1ng, placement and Follows ;o
d5.) Lack of realistic cOunsghn"g" 204866054 5.2 % |r 85.0 '(7) There are 'too few trained {85.0 {2 §
and goal setting - v ' counselors on campus. Adoption of
. s . . career education mode! would hedp. '
Bé‘lx’rov!de tratming for LI TR Y I A ' . b
counselors ez 13 - L .
Al \ iy
35.2 Secure specially train- S 38305154 00 0 \
ed counselors . ' N =13 ’ ! \
Bb . ack ot diagnost iz, coumsel- | Tl 2T 9 102 86.0 (9) Need more funds and better/b 86.0 (2]
11ng, and health centers on » trained counselors. Very expensive
- the community college dampus but very beneficial to the handi-
. : capped.
86.1 Employ and/or*tramn 3.8 1.7 30 7“7‘ 1.1
appropriate persanne! and N=1]3
_mamitor to see that ser-
vices afe provided .
26.2 Mate administration . £3.2 1.1 231 0 ‘
aware 0f the s \ Nl
87.0 Inadequate prevocational ex-| 293386263 53 3 87.0 (10) Thys should be a top LR
ploration background infor. priority area. More coordmaﬁqn 1
mation, and exposure t0 the needed at all levels. Better state
world of work. quidelines. .
87.1 Pravide adequate prevo- 813 813 ’8‘.] 0 0
cationg] explaration, 4 ' Ne 12
background infarmation s34 o, (/
and exposure t the wo N v,
of work at the mgh ' L
school Tevel o :
! [
8§/ 2 Provide for student vo- 6.7 250 8.3.0 0
%monal evaluation arit N.= 12 )
Ddunseling. : “ N .
i3 Provide more”preservice 727182 910 0
training in usiversities Nl
crgarding redources avaiig . ' d ' N
able to the nandicapped. : ¢ . \
Bt 5 ok of adequade evaluation | 232473286 54 4 88.0 {11) Very few resources of thys|868.0 (2)
v gnosis hafore mataeg nature are avaidable on the com- SQ
wropr deC1sion, | . . "y nunity collefe campus. Career deci- e
) : ‘ ' sions still a shot in the dark:-al-
. though improving.
., " i
, . \
+ l“:w;"l‘,
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o

B 4

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION |

COMENTS ‘REGAROING RATING OFSSEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

4 RATING BY PEREENTAGE < - —
, . ; p X
(We60) e RATED T00 LON RATED 700 HIGH
23 4 M A A S (Numbers of Respondents) * 1 (Numbers of.Respondents)
b ¥ - - f —
88.1 Factlitate exchange of [ 27182 91 0 0 L *
information among agencies N
and conmunit/'colleqes. Y. , N .
6.2 Provide “ounseling 63.53%¢ 0 0 0 '
) : - Nl )
7 Indtequate counseling and 123439350 88 ) ‘ 89.0 (10) Services of quaﬁified‘EOun- 89.0 (2) "
quidance services to help " selors for the handicapped are lack-
handicapped s#idents cope ' ing--too many politics are interfer-
with the educational environ.| ing and preventing hiring of person-
ment . nel.
89 | 'Provide tratning for 66 7167 Lﬁz?”‘ﬁ"’/;-— ’
wnselars and necura goe- NS
ally tranaed counselors '
34 2 Increase numter of cound 333250333 83 0
selnrs, ' N: 12
N A
% inadequate definition of job | 13.0 253466 5 2 90.0 (11) Scientific job analysis is 1900 (3
entry ievel skiliy needed by crucial to all technical vocationg!
tne citent to perform ar se- programs. Need for program special-
lected careers ists. Too few trained, know!edgeable
counselors. o .
) iradequate training ir job AR SR S A B B ) 91.0 (10) Again gzints to the need |91.0 2% .
seeking and 1nteryewin; for providing trahined and knowledge-
skl o’ able counselors
’
g1 1 EstablvsK ton priorittey N R | S U
fpr rehabiiitatiar ser- , Nl ’
viCes to proatde gnqoing
sapport for mandriappal .
students Troearty year: '
Corrarmyy ant o .
serienge ‘ .
> Inappropriate placement o [ S | B 92.0 (%) This does nappen. Students | 975 &)
Studants 1n votational Areds are not given enough cholce in areas
10 provide Instructers WYt of interest and are channeled intn N
required numter of students existing areas.
47 " Be mare ton erned aps.t 3y 323 0
qua ity 9F traineng Noeo -
ratner thyg nycters -
Cdos nf tratnat yinneiney R 93.0 (11) Without, tratned counselors [93.0 12
NAMPUS TD WOrE TR e colleges cannot serve the needs of
el ot ident the handicapped adequatelv. Need
> more funds. ‘ I
T Pryrge ey BTET Ty
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140, et el
)
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BARRIERT 1A RECOMMENDATIAN SEVERITYAOF 3ARRIER | FEASIBILITY 00 [MPLEMETATION GOMMENTS RESARDING RATING OF SEWERITY OF BARRICRS *

WATING BY PERCENTAGE | Y aaTING me piRCOMAE , fesa $
: f0F . ' |

+ -
L RATED 100 LQW. RATED T00 HiGe
" : Pe 2023 4 M|, 23 5/"1 (Numbers of Re;i ) (humbers of Respongents)

b [}

' A . ™ ——
337 tncourage nand:.apper S R U S B B
§tuderts to use Idunse’tng »: 12
Servi(es ‘ ) . N

(S L PR DR IR T A ‘ 94.0 (7} Too often individual coun- | 3¢.7 %' £ nandicappes
ROTY LRI ST T : seling occurs too late--it should be | persor can alwdys Je:
stugents ongoing. counseitng if they want
4 ot ' 1t '
B Droaonte requlae, gone.
jufed nounseliny <, ,0or R / '
for randruapped 5tulerts

98 7 Provde workshaps no . ' [N I FV R
155102 ounse ory, ‘ Nl

208 gdegudte areer g T ¢ 95.0 (9) Need more counselors for 98 . ¢
wocational nformation and , the handicapped
J0b farecasts with respes” ' . 4
to fisabiiities.

3.1 Jevelop a wetter sester | . Lo 15012 L0

3 41sseminatinn 2f uncs. Noe .
trana' and Zareer infor- .

. mation Wit Jab forecast;

35 O Deuelop 4 Treitur g MR .
ter for vocationa' re. Koz . !
sources sty to e ‘ .
Texas Learning Resource g
renter [TEA, network to
locate 3! avarlayle re-
yources. . \

[V}
()
P

)

% 3 Jevelop resedrcr in thrg ‘ . o3 M0 o

416y M 1

- : W '
60 Inadriity of the Lounselyr 03 34 18 T |96.0 (8) Deaf students' needs are 96 .
© o comunicate with et just as important as any other stu-
studan’y, dents' needs. Need more qualified
. . counselors. '

961 Emplay or train quurse. R4 T3N3 0 ¢ -
lors wha can commuriiate Nz 1)
with deaf <tudents '

()

1 '

B T O L T O A L7y C Rl e 97.0 (7) There is a need for ongorng |47 & .=

WP L iy roupk-tl g therapy.
Courage attendance 1 iorgl

P et anae et r. L S

YN thara apr o v .- \ \
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SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATED BY PERCENTAGE
(¥ 60)

12 31 4 W

‘| FEASIBIGETY OF INPLEMENTATION
. RATED BY PERCENTAGE

ina

TOMNENTS REGARDING RATING, OF ‘SEVERITY OF BARRIERS.

RATED ToO1ON .
1. (Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH

—

,(Numbers of Respondentg

| T ’
98:‘..(}-%,, uate: communication
Atk n;’ti‘uctqr regarding
varying degrees of handi-
capping gonditions and the
~ limitations involved.

98.1 Train counselors to comd
municate with instructors
reqarding handicapping
conditions '

98.2 Make a resource person,
or consultant responsi-
ble.

{nadequate preparalion for
the psychological and physi-
cal demands of being a
"worker"

9.0

§9.1 Provide tnservice traind
ing for counselors to pred
pare student to meet de-
mands of being a "worker"

99.2 Provide reqularly sche-
duled counseling sessions
during the vocationa!
training.

99.3 Increase emphasis on
public school career edu-
cation and vocational
program development and
oppertunities for parti-
cipation by nandicapped
students.

100.0 Vocational or accupational
objectives are often sel-

ected without adequate awireq

ness of the impact of the
disabilityfon-the job.

100.1 Experienced counseling

with a realistic approach
should as31st students in
selecting vocational ob-
jectives

1010 Inadequate diagnostic and
individual planning for
adults with learning disabi-

11t 1es.

183373424 50 1

20.7 3.2 31,0141 2

22434505 86 2

19.335.1368 8.8 3

61.515.4 15.4 1.7

Ns 1)

26.2 308 15.4 1.7

=13

50.0 83333 83

N=12

3

%6.325.0 8.3 8.1

N=12

50.0 33.3 16.7
N= 12

33,3153 83
N2

0

0

0

%.0(2) , ) ¢

a -

!

9984 (10) Many handtcapped persons
have been sheltered and must be so

100.0 {6) This is true in highly in-"
dustrial areas. Vocational assess-
ment is needed along with hands-on
experfences. Need for careful plan-
ning wit® trained counselors.

N

.

101.0 (7) A large part of the popy-
lation coyld have a learning dysfunc-
tion. Very little of this can be
done by staff on campus.

prépared. ) ’

9.0 (3)

99.0 (2)

100.0 {2)

101.0 (3,

oo
J.._\.

—
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JARRIEAS AN DICOMMESTAT NG
. i
Fi ’ .

R x S RATED 700 LOW | RATED TO0 HIGH
A T R | [ B R {liumbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents

-

. . \

150 esearcn ang develops | - ‘ Col s 5y | VAR ff

' ment of dragnostics for : N R | N '
adults wign learring d:s-

anilities 5rc.d e oone - ' ‘ .
- 44w h . .
502 Assast i s dey- | - Y535y A f
alopment technigues CRR Y

02.., tnadequate tratring for ngnd 133 0 03y 0 1, . 102.7 3. Institutions are lacking [102.0 (3:
d1capped person i deve- In this area for the total popula-

loping ife fong ylarning ‘ o tion, not Just the handicapped.
()I"”S ' ’ : . l 1

103 5 Lack of “antac” witn the e e A ) 103.9 {2 , b 103.0 (6] Contact with
NME T kmey e el ; : home 15 not needed.
aware ot theetudent s ad- '
tustment and progeeas

' "
1531 Place renewed op- i d oy ey e, v : & . L
PRASYS an thYg harrer NN T

‘IOAZO'chi of Suppart sErvices of | 1 gl G a6 ' 104,707 Without these services 1t [104.0 (3]
X }Ounselwnq. advinyrg and , will be extremely difficult to , ~ ’
~helf-nely groups to provide achieve one's goal 1f one is sey- - 4
S oaping e gdapt e - : erely disabled - . : .
for schoni environment 4nd ) 1 0

wOTk eny? Jnmenta ’ ! )

104 1 freate handicapped - 5.085025.0 a4
"tlubs” for students Nt
where they tan excharge ‘ ‘ A
ideas about coping. ' v '

104.2 Provide workshops to A O T VR
help counselars with thig ool

105.0 Lack of recruitnent, of 1003204368200 - 105.0 (2) More emphasis should be . 1105.0 (5)
ther handicapped <tudents ' ‘ placed on this type of recruitment
by successfyl handicapped

students W

LOS.I Provide funds to de- . 1.7 16,7500 0 167
“velop such counseling N=12 .
serviges

116 3 Lounneling needed to direct | 10 7 10 4 e ) A 106.0 (6) This will eliminate alot |1D6.0 (2
students to appropriate 0f headaches if the student is coun- o
programs, to explore quali- seled properly.

Fications far programs, to '
determine . g5t ind “onpl-
arships avarlatle o L




© Table IV .- Continved ) : ' .o . o .

- ARRIERS MO RECOMENDATION | SEUERITY OF BARRIER | FEASIBILLTY OF INPLEHENTATION COMMENTS' REGARDING RATING OF SEYERITY OF ‘BARRIERS
: o J | RATING BY PERCENTAGE | RATING BYPERCENTAGE : ' - -—
I (N> 60 ‘ RATED 00 LOW MATED T00 HiGH

L 12 3 & W1 2 3 4 s (Numbers of Respondents) JNumbers 4F Réspondents)

14 - i
¢ . h | p =

1061Prov1de funds to de- : 36.4 91364 g1 91"
velop such counseliap A Ns
services. ‘ , ‘ ‘ . \

106.2 Develop & system for ' o sds 9136y o0 o ' . - .
vocational resources simi/ o N= _ . . . A .

; lar to the Tbxas Learning} ) , ( y - . of ) ;
" Resource (enter (TEA) to . Ny ' N
. locate alR avaitabje re- ’ . . . o,

sources R : ' )

Student hccéunt1ng System! . , o’

107.0 Lack.of an adequate syster 268268321187 4 . 107.0 [8) A system of reporting 107.0 (2).Strongly dis-
. of reporting studenn to ' | could be an effective tool in en-  |agree with approach. High
. fovrdrnating Board and; TEA:

. hancing enrollment. schools should wohk with
current system does nat I

appropriate agencies
fdentify handicapped stu- : ) (Texas Rehabilitation Com-
#  dents and in turnldoes. not mission, Texas Commission
provide additional funds

A ~ -] . : for the B1ind, Texas Com-
for provistons of specis] ’ - ’ , ) mssion for the Deaf, etc))
services. L 5 N to access resources avail-

' . , : , able. Mo system exists
o (although one is proposed)

to identify handicapped
. students *n a mainstreamed

! .y ~ setting, -
1017 Develop a method of ’ 45.545.5 9.1 0

accounting for students. ) Ne Tl

Lack of Financial Resourges

108.0 Lack of financial resources| 25.5 345327 73 ¢
to pay living expenses, tu1
tion, books, etc , and for ] e R
expenses refating to the » - .
nandicap fiself. '

108 C 15) Mare sta‘f need to get 1n-|108 °
volved 1n this. Yot encugh i5 kagwn
about nw to acgess agencies.

1 Tpe Texas Rehabilita-| u " TR S O B TV S R B ‘ ‘ -

~ tion Agency, Coemission o Nello -
oy for the 8lind and other , \ , !
state agencies need to be L} he
more 1Pberal of accep- . . : .
Ctance 0 ¢lients’ - . : : }
. '
Fid 2 More Tegrslative 5upe : 52
port 15 needed. . : Noe ) B
+
16,3 Maxe trg need knowr | { A R b I BN
10 various grgantzdtions |- , b 0
\ #hO mignt urovide schoi- ' e
" arships or neodﬂd'grants '
.
' . ' \ v ¥ ‘ 9 ~
« b , \ . ¢ c i ' .
' ‘4 [ L4 - LS




Tadle IV - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

[

g

—

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING’ RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LON
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED 700 HIGH
{Numbers of Respondents)

BARRIERS NITHIN SOCIETY

Lack of ‘Knowledge About The
faTpTng System

109.0 Lack of coordination and
fdentification of commnity
referral agencles.

~109.1 Publish & directory
for the area served by
each comunity college.

109.2 Desfgnate a particulan
on-campus counselor to
have information availanlel

110.0 Lack ofyawareness nf in-

provements avaflable through

rehabilitation engineering
by "handicapped persons,
their families, professors
and rehabilitation personnel

J

’

110.1 Distribution. of publi-
cations by reserach and

' development agencies to °

consumers and consumer

agencies. v

I11.0 Lack of coordination of ser-
vices between the institu-
tion and the providers of

. socfal services to focus

~% common resqurces on needs

of the handicapped.

V1Y Establish interagency
comittees.

111.2 Destgnate a liaison
person and complement with
“community research com-
ponent .}

12,9 Lack of information avail.

© . able reqarding the resources
to ags13t the handizapped,
fou, P hransportation, medr-
a, pergonal care, etn

18.238.240.0 3.6 §

9030957 1.3 5

20.032.738.2 41 5§

04,53 38 70

.741.7167 0 0
N=12

58.3333 83 0" 0 |

N=12

13350067 0 0
N=12

R !

20.050.03.0 0 0
N=10

%0.020.030.0 0. 0
N=10

’

109.0 (9) Better coprdination hoyld

permit better programs. There is a |.

need to publicize more.

~or Py \
- 4
a

4

110.0 (6) Severe because a barrier
could be eliminated with such know-
ledge. Disagree with wording:
should 4@,a lack of services pro-
vided’ by\TRC to work with all areas
of handicapping conditions, also a

lack of a human resource agency with

knowledge of needs of families of
the handicapped. '

1110 (8) Coordination should be a

top priority.

12,0 6)

0)1‘ ‘ ’

ol

u"d

t

109.0 (3)

110.9 (2)

111.0 (3)

12.0 (1)




Table IV - Continyed

¢

&

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDAT [ONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER'
RATING 8Y PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

| 2'3'4_

R

FEASIBILITY OF INPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

12 1 4 5

" COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T0O LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

—

RATED 700 H)GH
(Numbers of Respondents)

12,1 Estalish interagency
" committees

112.2 Provide transporEQtion

assi;tdnce.'
Attitudina! Barriers

112.0 Attitudina)-barriers which.
would not allow a wel!
trained student 'to function
in industry

1131 Establish an effective
public awdreness campaign,

114.0 Pafronleng attitude on Che,

_part of society.
~

T14.1 Provide more public
relations information.

114.7 Provide preservice -
LraIning 1n yniversities
%0 change attitudes of

" educators, _ q

115.0 Exclusion of handicapped
students by non-handicapped
individuais

150 Provtde more auhlig
informatior. ¢

116 O [ndriference witrin societ,

15,0 Provice ore oublte
nformatior,

117.0 Employers or parents who
would not aliow nandicapped
students tomleting child:
deveroomen or ¢hild, care

Lurses & he r',aons1“lé

16.735.238.9 93 6

.

16.737-533.9125 " ¢

4

Posdawing

+
- AR
~>
&=

T3NS T

fyr _n1idrer ‘
N gy 49'?-fxméc
n“P' Wiy awarnnes*'
5 UACR DS b v j
Y IS LON xn‘ ‘eve

B |
oy l

40.030.030.0 0 0
N=10

18.2 5.4 455 0
Nl

63620381 ¢ 0
Noe i ,

b
69.215.4 1.7 ¢
N3 .

61.515.6200 ¢ 0
N3

IRY:
N: )

0 154 .0

£9.2 15.4
Nal)

U154 0

3

.02 7100000 0
N

less ayareness is

+

- S

113.0 (9) Attitudinal barriers would
definitely keep an 1nd1v1dual from

getting a job.

114.0 (3) Poor attitude towards the
handicapped. There is a need for
awareness and public educatfon.

L]

| 115.0 (5) While no one would like to

adnit to this, 1t is probably more
prevalent than we believe, Should

Jbe rated at Jeast 2.0C.

116.% {7} Changes d. not occur un-

ﬁ:fer1epced.

1

-\

1.0 43)

Mt

113.0 (3) Attitudina) bar-
Fiers cannot be removed by

B community college.

14.0 13, .
3

b
¥
15,0 14

.5 e

(ABESER
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Table v - Contrnued
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4

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

s

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N * 60)

! jﬁhu;jf § M

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PEREENTAGE

COMENTS REGARDING RATING OF §

EVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LOW.
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED T00 HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents)

118.0 Negative attitudes toward

" the handicapped (includes
parents of handicapped,
teachers or professor’ en-
ployers, and fellow workers)

118.1 Provide systematic
education of the public
through media

119.0 Inadequate expectations (de-
pendency rather than {nde-
pendency is reinforced by
socfety) ,/"‘

119,
- vite educytion and ex-
pegience.

[nadequate Leadership

120.0 Tomunity served by Commun-
ity College may not realize
the need to serve adult han-
dicapped, i.e., little or ng
pressure on the college to

. proyide services,
\\\\ make community dware of

~ the need for programs,

create concern and inter-

cest in their well-being .

(such as Child Find)

Media Barriers

121.0 Lack of public education on
handicapping conditions

1211 Provide pudlic rela-
tions programs and infor-
mation to the pyplic.

1212 Use case studies in
public advertising to as-
sist the disadled person,
P.e., itories about the
director of the Veterans

_Administration

Provide for 1n preserd

120.1 Uti1ize mass media to| -

e

10.542.938.6 8.6 3

125393303 8.9 4

19.031.041.4 8.6 2

3.128.128.1 88 3

. o S
SGes-33.3.-8.3 83 0
Nxl2 : :

.7167 407 60

RNV,

by
6.7 250 83 0 0
N=12 o

6.0 83250 0° 0
N 12
50.025.0250 0 0

N2

18.0 (3)

——
L]

119.0 (10) There is a need for appro-
priate methods to foster indepen-
dency without rejection.

, ‘

'

120.0 (4) Hithoutlfonnunity expres-
sion of strong interest changes are
difficult to achieve.

121.0 (10) More public education is
needed here.

£
 J————y A
.

——

118.0 {2!

K

119.0 (1) My experiente
has been that there is a
high degree of unrealistic
expectations--both tdo,

i puch or too little.

126.7 2]

121.0 12)




Table ¥ - lontinyed

e

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
!

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

12 3 4 M

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

I A N

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED T0O HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents}

Transportation

120.0 tack of adequaté transporta-
tion provisions to and from
the comunity college and
within it

122.1 Secuge nacessary funds|
, for transportation system,

T2 Trugtie tne comynity,
/

']

122.3 Snouid be addresses oy
“a coordinated public
trangportation ‘systen
whior 15 ancpssinle ty tnd
fult spectraf of students
witr nandicasoing cond-
Yors. 7y each 9f the
fao Treag mertiied
R RAT AT M
transgortation 15 very ea-
pensiye Ind not L5udiy
cost effective. -elnong
Syster shouil ne av'e oo
JurCRase hransporiation
SerVICes Fror thE ALTAS-
s1ate transperiatior,

3T Transpertetior
Peyines Fgoo e :
! :
1230 Jnciude transporiatiny

in excess 105 foromaar.

Ltreamies

123.2 Tord,et 3 neel; as-
se35ment.

rryer . .y-:}_‘..

KR R
Nt
141 nalde tramsporta.

tror e agtess D08ty o

3 Tdvn"‘r_;!-ja;_

2820630 8.6 2

073330750 0
N=1Z

33583 83 5 0
102 ja/‘/>//// ‘
667 8.32%7° o

N=1

[ PR PR T
Noe Ly 7

0.7 25.5 05,7 2.2
N2

3
L

e oo
N g

more buses, vans, or mini buses, to

4y0u can't work and individual becomeq

)

122.0 (12) There is 2 big need for

get to and from the community col-
lege. Important for deaf students
There can be nothing without trans-
partation--but service myst be ex-
cellent for handicapped students.

L.

123.0 (8) If you can't get to work

more dependent on spciety.

124.0 {9)-There is 2 need for public
transportation,

122.0 3)
s
1230 1)
h]
126.0 (1)
¢
. * '
¢
) 0
T
/
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- Table T - Continued.

RARRIER, AND RECOMMENDAT [ING

.

—— - L

o)

SEVERLTY OF BARRIER °
RATING 37 PERCINTAGE
N+ 60,

21 4 W

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION
PATING BY PERCENTAGE o

12 3 45

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING‘OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

A

RATED 700 LOW
(Nunbers of Respondents)

RATED T0O HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents)

, " Y
Employment Barriers . l
125.0 Unwillingness of employer)
in private business to aro-
vide personnel assistance
{advacates) for ohe mand:.
Lapped,

]
125.1 Conduct a sustained
campaign of education of
potential employers

125.2 Resea¥ch should pro-
vide statistics to indi-
cate that persomne! assis-
tance will help hysiness

126.0 U1 1T1ngness of employers
fn private business to pro-
vide financial support for
the handicapped.

126.1 Provide tax credits
for dxtra expenses em-
ployers encounter in
training the handicapped.

121.0 [mability to earn money 1n
part time employment while
attending schoo!

127.1 Plan with work study
program and set up @ Job
placement for nandicapped.

1212 Provide part tine en-
ployment in the schoo!
Syntem

128.0 Poor prospects of obtaining
a job after completion of
S tudy ' :

128.1 These would be im-

proved by careful selec-
tion of training program.

128, ¢ tytablian tap priges -
tres for rengbilitation
services to provide on.
qoing support for handi-

. capped students 1n early
/

years of training and job

pxperience. °

14,5327 9,012 3
\ .

“

wi ]

Bl 283371847

9.1 23655127 %

1.138.94.7.93 6

.\‘. o

BINT6T 0 83
Ne 2
1w

3.333.3 83167 8.3
N

. .

30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0.10.0
N=10 -

i

3.4 18.2 85,5
N el

[ ]
[ ]

85203203 0 0
LR

%4855182 0 0
N= ]

¢
%4455 1082 0
()

™

4

125.0 (3) There is 1ittle support
from industry.

126.0 (3)

127.0 (6)

[

128.0. (6) .Results from little or un-

[realistic planning, career choice,
etc., during initiation of services.

. ‘ '

125.0 (4},

126.0 (5) Employers
should not be expected to
subsidize any employee.

121.0 (3)

v

128.6 (2) Companies are
trying to fill their
quota.,

'



- Table Iy - - Continued

+

BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDAT |ONS

SEVERITY'OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(h+ )

12 3 4 MW

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

b2 3 408

COMMENTS: REGARDING RATING QF SEVERITY OF BAgBjERS

RATED T0O LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED roo\au -

(Numbers of Respondents)

129.0 Stereotyping by society,
{.e., "You have diabetds
thug you're probably going
t0 be a poorer worker",
*You'l} cause us to have to
pay higher fnsurance”, *You
can't learn 1ike the .
others*, *1'11 have to spend
additional time with you*.

129.) Provide public educa-
tion reqarding the capabi-
lities of the handicapped.

130.0 Uwillingness of employers
to hire the hearing im-
pired.

N
130.1 Provide pubtic wdlicp
tion regarding the capabi-|
11ties of the deaf.

1}3 2 Change QSHA rules.

1317 Handicapped are routed into
*Tow salary and low pres-

tige* vocations

131.1 Provide career infor-
mation 1o coynse!;rs- and

$ .
tudents 3

trployers -are unwilling to
accept handicapped persons
1 their employ due to lack
of sufficient information
regarding handicapping con-
d1ttons.

132.

1321 Conduct a public cam-
paign regarding the abi-
ifties of the handicapped.

132.2 Provide employers 'in-
formation regarding the '
handicapping conditions

Architectural farriers

133.0 Architectural barriers which
“would not allow a well
trained student to function
e o1adustry

.73 9.1 55 5

-’

19.333.340.4 7.0 3

224259431 8.6 2

30.4 3745 8.6 3.6 4

8.1 368298 5.3 3

58.3 46.7 16.7
N=12

0 83

( {} o

66.7 1&.7 8383 0
N 12

8.316.7 58.316.7 -0
K =12

4.238515¢8 b o0

N=13

58.3 25.0
N=12

0 16.7 0

66.725.0 83 0 0
N=1?

~ |business people and the commnity to

129.0 (7) Nged for publit education.
Vocational educators do not work with

develop realistic expectations.

130.0 (3) '

131.0 (4)

132.0 (95 Need for providing work-
shops to business and industry on
these areas. !

133.0 (5) The problem is severe, but
industry is changing to meet needs.
Pressure and educational activities
must be consistent. ‘

)

129.0 (2)

W

130.0 (3)

13m0 (2)

132.0 (5)

133.0 (3)



Table IV

i A e

Cbntlnued

]

BARRIERS AND 7t COMMENUATIONS

SEVERITY UF BARRIER
RA 1G- BY PERCENTAGE
(N #260)

12 3 4 MY

FEASIBIL[TY‘OF' [MPLEMENTATION
PATING BY PERCENTAGE

A

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

_ RATED TOO LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED T0O HIGH

(Numbers of Responderts)

133. W Work with the City
Planning Department as
well a5 indfvidual b051
nesses.

©133.2 Entorce currept laws’

133.3 Give tax credits tp
remove barriers.

134.0 Buildings are inaccessible
because they are not bar-
rier free

134.1' Funding should be ob-
tained to assist with
this problem

134.2 Enforce current laws]

135.0 Housing designed to accom-
modate handicapped stu-
dents.

135.1 Funding should be ob
tained to assist with
this problem.

ﬂeting nds

16.0 Apprehengion about compet-
ing with non-handicapped
students for grades, iob
placement, etc., espe-

L clally when performance is
measured by subjective
means 45 well as objective
means.

136.1 Teachers could as-
$ist by helping the han-
dicapped to understand
that they are competing
only with themselves.

i
[ .

L}

4.942.1298 35 3

4

2.1 439246105 3

127345436 9.1 5

"’ 9.733.325.0. 0 0

N: 12

07303256 9 0
N1

41.7 83333 0
Nai12

16.7

BiINnos? 0 0
N =12

66.725.0 8.3 0 0
Nel2

167333417 8.3 0
N2

4.716.733.3 83 0
N=12

I
'~’.4¢\_.

#

address this problem and should te
required by all handicapped students.

+ [134.0 {4) Federal )aw mandates 134.0 {4)
\ i !
135.0 (3) Funds are limited By HUD." [135.C (3)
s
136.0 {14 Human developmént courses [136.0 (3)

)

—
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

a——

- SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N » 60)

1203 4 M

FEASIBILITY OF INPLEMENTATION
. RATING BY PERCENTAGE

r

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

12 3 4 )

RATED TOO LW ~
(Numbers of Respondents)

——

RATED 70O WIGH
(Numbers of Respondents.

BARRIERS NITHIN THE HANDICAPPED

- PERSON, THEIR FAMILIES AND OTHER «

ADYOCATES .

Handicapped Persons: Physical/”
~mul]% tiond] Froblens ‘
137.0 Physical conditions which

require medication for con-

trol pf pain resulting n -
poor attendance :

137.1 Careful planning of
the class schedule should
be done, so that the Stu-
dept can take advantage
of the time when they are
not sedated.

137.2 Make instructors a-
ware of this.

137.3 Develop & home bound
N program. \

138.0 Lack of physical dexterity
to nanipulate mechanical
devices

138.1 Develq.p assist appara-
tus.

138.2 Place & student in a
program where he will not
have Lo cope with the
problen.

139.0 Inadequate mobility skills
to ‘cope successfully with
job related travel

139.1 Develop assist appara-
tus.

139.2 Provide more and bet-
" “ter transit systems

140.0 Inadequate motor skills to
perform in vocational tech-
nical programs

140.7 Develop assist apparad
tus.

+

3.6 321 50.018.3 4

7.035.1 45,6123 3

.

10.5 35.1 45.6 8.8 3

14.0 31,6 38.6 15.8 3

37.537.518.8 0 6.3
N=16

6.5 63303 0 0
N=16 ‘

37.512.52.018.8 6.3
N=16

18.8 18.8 50.0 6.3 6.3
N=16 .

- 43.818.831.3 6.3 0
N=16 '

»

25.0.25.0 37.5 6.3 6.3
N+l6 -t

12.543.8 31.5 ;‘/3 0
N6 ‘

18.8 25.0 43.8 125 0
N6

137.0 (1)

§
138.0 (4)

139.0 (1),

140.0 (5) ,

—

*

1137.0 (5)

1

138.0 (3) Not 2 problem
if counseled properly.

I

yd

4

139.0 (2)

T (})
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BARRIERS ARD RECOMMENDAT IONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER

FEASIBIEITY OF IMPLEMENTATION | COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATING BY PERCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAGE ! i}
‘ ALY 5 RATED T00 LOW RATED 00 HIGH
\ LA R I L S I B} (Nunbers of Respondents) (Nunbers of Respondents;
140.2 Select .2 program or 62.518.8 6.312.5 0
field where he can perform N=16
141.0 Hearing impairments-which | 10.930.9 41.8 16,4 5 141.0 (4) 141.0 (4) This is not a
nake some types of. emyloy- ) ' basic problem--the real
ment dangerous ‘cr the na- . problem s accepting the
dicapped individual o ' hearing impaired into
. | ‘ ; certain technical areas.
141.1 Do not put a fearing 62518786188 0 0 '
- impaired person in such N=16 \
an environment. - o
142.0 Difficulty in communicating.| B8.838.643.9 88 3 142.0 (3) Very severe particularly |[142.0 (35 ‘
by writing due to a dis- / . |where the handicapping condition is
abil ity not apparent. '
142.1 Obtain & support per- |, 43831.318.8 63 0
son or & student helper. | . Ne=16
142.2 Develop assist appara-|¥ 25.043.825.0 63 0
tus. ' N = 16\ \ I
] : .
"142.3 Develop otner megns of : 5.33,312.5 9 0
communication if another N=:16
method {5 acceptable. ‘ |
143.0 Diseases requiring periodic | 8.835.147.4 8.8 3 ' 143.0 (4) 143.0 (7)
hospitalization interfere : & '
+ with attendance . _
143.1 Provide programs of ’ 38438125 0 0 ° f
{ndependent instruction . N =16
143.2 Provide j00¢ counsel- . 5%.331.3 63 0 63 | .
ing services. o N=16"
144.0 cacr of onysical strengtn td 5 ML LB 86 4 0@ 1440 (3)
Leach or worr with young
children ,
145.0 Loss of use of dominant arm| 3.6 26.8 53.6 16.1 4 145.0 (5) 145.0 (2)
requires retraining and
causes the person to work #
stowly
© 1851 Schedule training at 39525035 0f 0 / “
4 5ower rate N 16 : '
1460 Phystvcal conditions which 15,9 32.7 45.% IO.“9‘ 5, 146.0 (2) 146.0 (2)
impede vacatioral tecnical D
“education . '
16 1 Select 4 wocazion i | Dot1133 0 0 o | 1
which the driabiiity nas N5 . -
lass impact. .
O




| Table Iy

- Continued

BARRTERS AMD RECOMMENDATIONS

.

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

2 3 4 M

FEASIBILITY OF. IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS ¢

" RATED 100 LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED T00 HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents

)

147.0 1nadequate communication
skills

147.1 Provide developmental
courses for students

148.0 Difficulty in }istening to
verbal presentations and
taking motes simultaneously

148.1 Provide tape recorders
to these students.

149.1 Comrinicatjon problems con
cerned with receptive and
exaressive abilities,

143.1 Provide special
courses for students with
“these problems.

150.9 Communication difficulties:
watching the interpreter,
taking notes and observing
the ~11ckhoard simultan-
eous iy

150 1 Provide special
courses for students with
these problems.

150.2 tducators need to un-
derstand that these per-
sons are not in the class
for qrades, but to learn
wha' they Can.

153.3 Provide spectal
teacnars and small classeq

151.0 Difficuity in paying fitten-
tion,

1511 Instructor snould
talk siower and to the
point.

152.0 Carlovascular conditions
which produce fnsufficient
blood supplies to the brainf
causing poor memory, poor
concentration and blyrred

vision,

9.331.5 46.? 13.0 6

8.937.546:4 7.1 4

81286846125 4

16,1 35731.510.7 4~

125125836214 ¢

4

10,7 28.637.52.2 1

64.3 1.4 1.1
N=14 -

710

713327 0 0 0
N=15

- 20.0 26.7 46.7 6.7 0
N=l§
\

b318.837.518.818.8
"Nz 16

+

6.331.378.825.018.3
N=16

38813 £312.5
N=16

k

6.331.325.018.818.8
N=16

147.0 (6) There 1s a need for more
fnterpreters and student assistants

148.0 (6) There 15 a need for funds
for interpreters, student assistants
and tape recorders.

149.0°(6) The student will continue
to. fail if not recognized and reme-
died,

)

150.0 (6) There is a need to have
more support services and better
material for the qeaf.

151.0 (5) Mental and emotional stateq
plus effects of constant pain inter-
fere significantly with learning.

[

1520 (1)

1470 (3) asily remedied
through special classes.

148.0 (3)

149.0 (1)

3

150.0 (1)

151.0 (4)

152.0 (2)

—



Table IV . Continyed

e

 BARRIERS AND /7 CORME AT 1ONS

SEVERITY OF SARRIER
RATING BY PFRCENTAGE
(N = 60)

b2 3 4 M

)

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATON
" RATING BY PERCENTAGE

12 3 4%

COMMENTS REGAROING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW
(umbers-of Respgndents)

RATED 700 HIGH
(Numbers of Redpondents)

152.1 Try to alleviate thes
“befor training begins.

153.0 Physical conditions which "
require medication for con-
trol of pain resuit in
dulled mental faculties

153.1 Schedule classes for
times of optimum fung- °
tioning

153.2 Provige homebound pro-
grams and support per-
sognel .

153.3 Make nurses availgple
on campus.

154.0 dnability tq accept the
discipline and pressure
dssociated with technical -
programs.

154.1 Provide readily avail
able counseling to ease
frustration

l5§.0 Lack of ability to adhere .
to stringent time schedules.
. ¥

1851 Select a type of ‘
training which will allow
far this.

155.2 Allow for more flexi-
bility in schedules

156.0 Inability to concentrate on
JLthe lecture when verbal ma-
terfal {5 beimg presented.

196, 1. Provide special coach-
ing on listening techni-
ques.

156.2 Provide support per-
. spnnei {note takers)
tutors

1

-

161230429159 4

10.925.5 49.1 14,5 5

12.517.9 53.6 16.1

o

\

109218491182 %

v

4

NININI 63 ¢
N 16 ‘

'25.056.312.5 3
N=1b

6.3

5.03.34:8 0 0
Ne 6

20003337
N=15

13.3 ¢

' 18.862.5 6.3 6.3 6.3
N =16

18.8 50.0 18.8 12fy .0
N e T

12.537.531.312.5 6.3
N=16

Y

3438168 6.3 0
N=16

46.7 33.313.3 6.7 0
N3

153.9 (2)

154.0 (6) This is more severe for
some disabling con*itions,

155.0 (2)

196.0 (1)

1

153.0 (2)

\ (

154.0 12,

155.0 (3) Adjustmentq can
be developed to correct
this situation.

156.0 (3)




ntle 1V - Continued

5

SARRTERS AND RECOMMENDATIQNS

SEVER]TY OF BARRIER

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

(N = 60)

12 03 8

)

NR

FEASIBILITY OF [MPLEMENTATION
TRATING BY PERCENTAGE. -

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY'DF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

RATED TOO HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents]

157.5 Lack of emotional stability

1571 Provide reqular couf-
seling.

f
1362 Inability to adapt to the
discipline of the classroom
due to mental illness

94,1 Provide reqular coun-
seling,

15%.7 Siowed responses and poor
concentration caused by
w$dw§at10n taken for mental
o Iness which often results
n insuvation from reglity.

153.1 Cotain medical. advice
]
~aniicapped persons:
f.noﬁ?dge_

VE2.0 Inability to handle post-
secondary academics

} -

Lack of

i65.1 Provide remedial edu-
cation dnd/or specidl
tutors.

E*2 o not provide for
s0cial promotion

1., inadequate dévelopment of
bastc setll level

161, 7 Provide special th-
tors ‘and/or remedial edu-
ration,

1€1.2 Increase emphasis on
public school career edu-
cation and vocational
program development and
opportunities for parti-
¢1patinn by handicapped

" students,,

ki

10.7 30.4 42.9 16.

12.7 36.4 30.9 20.0

14.5 34,5 32.7 18.2

14,5 27.3 400 18.2

18.2 40.0 30.910.9

4

5

i

5

5

5

1

1550125 0 0
N6

" 0.0 18.812.5 125 6.3

PN =16

31.331.3250 0 12,5+
N=16

33467133 67 0
N :

A

53,8 15.4 15.4 d 15.4
h=13

40.0 40.0 200 0 0.
N=15

86.24.2 7.7 0 0
N=13 !

157.0 (4) May be caused by failure |
to accept limitations or disability
and results in starting many train-
jng programs but finishing none,
Very common problem among veterans
with various disabilities. .

/

158.0 (3) Mental illness doesn't be-
long in college.

159.0 (3) Some clients may not be
ready for college and shouldn't be
there as the problem is severe.

+

160.0 (6) Better secondary schooling
is needed. Post-gecondary academics
are not the appropriate channel for

the student. .,

161.0 (5)

—

157.0 (3) 8

158.0 (4) Human develop-
ment courses can correct
this sittation,

159.0 (4)

160.0 (4)

161.0 (3)
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BARKILHS AND RECOMME'DATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING B¢ PERCENTAGE
N el

e e i e e e b e e

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION

RATING BY PERCEN™AT

¥

v

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF :RRJERS

RATED T0O LOW

RATED 700 HIGH

N L N I 1 A (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents) v
162.0 inavitity to cope witn co- | 111 29.6 34.4 14.4 6 . 162.0 {2) 162.0 (%,
plex written material,
charts and qraphs
162. 1" Conduct 4 more care- \ f537.5 0 3
\ fil evaluat on Lefore op- . Yo g
iecting tne tratning pry-
qrdmv . 4
162.2 Individualize ifstrucH 25.018.350.0 3 1
tion. . N6
163.0 Lack of understanding of 93241500167 & " e (7) {For deaf). Usually the [163.0 (3
technical vocabulary on deaf have a very limited vocabulary.
which concepts are puilt.
163. M evelop reading - o767 )L £ D i
ject oriented) classes. No=1§ .
163.2 Have faculty/staff 6.7 331333 €7 2
sprepdre necessary mater- N=1§
. fals,
164.0 Failure to realistically 170358415 5.7 7 164.0 {5) There is a need for more
assess imitations and po- ) specialized counseling,
Ltentials
164.1 Provide more (ampre. 1332.0 6.7 5 i
hens ive counseling . N5 o
164.2 Provide reality coun- 66.733.3 0 o 9
seling N5 R
. 164.3 Students should be end 133467133 67 9 '
couraged to overcome |imi- LRl
tations--they have poten- i
tials they are not aware 7 \
of. . ’
?65 0 A lack of perceptlon 149418400 3.b 3 165.0 {3) There is a need to make
knowledge of everydaf‘;ur use of the adult perforpance level
roundings due to Tiving in program (APL). !
4 sheltered environment, 4 \
165.1 Provide initial oriend 8.5 6.3 63 0 0 . ﬂ;
© tation sessions prior to N1k '

community colleqe anroll
ment.

165.2.00 not give more as-
sistance than is absoluted
ly required. Force handid
capped to work to his/her
maximum potential.

25025003125 63,

N=16
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS SEVERITY OF BARRIER  JHBAS BI?.'ITY OF IMPLEMENTATION COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS -
RATING BY PERCENTAGE | - "RAYING BY PERCENTAGE ‘ —
(N« 60) . - RATED T00 LOW RATED T00 HIGH
1 2 3 4 M 1 23 4 5 (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents’
" 166.0 Inability to transfer learn{ 7.4 14.857.4 20.4 6 qbf;g 166.0 (2) Coo 7 |1e6.0 (4)
o ing to app!ication in order \Q.‘ : ' . .
to perform in vocational A
technical programs. : \
166.1 Provide for’ contro)led 31.343.812:512.5 0 , ! "
exposure to the "outside ) N=16 - ‘ )
wor1d". . ’
167.0 Lack of knowledge of slang | 11.8°7.8 56,9 23.5 9 161.0'(3) 167.0 (6) Not important.
terms by deaf students. . ¢ s
167.1 Special {nstruction 38.538.5154 7.7 0 .
should be provided that . LIERE! X ’
.will help student adapt. . ; ¢ !
168.0 [nadequate knowledge of 10,9 30.947.310.9 5 . 168.0 (5) The'handicapped (as well [168.0 (5)
life skills as all students) have & need for ,
. life long 1iving skills. .
160.1 Provide counsel ing - | 50.02.025.0 0 0 '
services. H .ot N=16
168.2 Involve the student’s N353 0 0 ‘ . ,
family. - . N= 16 ' ‘ ) :
169.0 [nability to develop feas- | 12.7 25.5%.4 5.5 5 . 169.0 (3) Many training failures are{169.0 (4)
ible goals . " que to selecting inappropriate ob-
169.1 Provide reality coun- 50.0 37,5125 0 Jectives.
seling. N=16 ‘
: vandicapped Persons: Benavioral | o o
Barriers 4 . o :
170.0 Poor home or institutional | 13042.638.9 56 6 170.0 (5) The student is not pre-  |170.0 (3)
travning for students in v pared for daily living much Tess
areas of initiative, tact, . academic demands if he does not -have
and sharing of responsibi- 0 this background.
lity. ' ' . ,
170.1 Provide adequaté COyN 375438125 6.3 0
seling. ' ‘ N= 16
1710 Inadequate knowledge of so-( 10.941.838.2 9.1 3 1710 (5) The student is not pre- 17,0 (4)
cial bemavior, and appro- & o ‘ pared for daily living much less
priate [behavioral) skills , ‘ . | academic demands if he does not have
to peeform on a Job . \ this background.
171.1 Group counseling and 5.3 313125 0 0
teaching. N:=16 ‘ \ .
{ "N . 4 ¢
, 1 . .
» ! 4 \ '
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- Table iV, \Continued o o ' e '
'BARR;ERS D Rscomfuomores\l SEVERITY OF GARRIER: |FasisiLiy oF INPLEMENTATION | ¢ CONMENTS REGARDING RATING OF D‘SﬁERITY OF BARRIERS
. RATING BY PERCENTAGE - RATING BY PERCENTAGE i - —
LI Weep T | Yoo mmoToolor L, | RATED 10 HigH.s
K S A I b2 34 s (Numbers of Respondents) (Numbers of Respondents)
7 | B - , '
111.2 Establ ish Yop priori-)| N 35436188 07 0 o y :
. ties for. rehabilitation R A R [ . ‘ '
services to-pravide on- o T : L
‘q0ing support for.handi- S ' N '
capped students in early s ) ' !
years of training and job ~,
experience, , . . - .
‘ l ' L :
172.0 Inabi}ity ts acxjust towards 5.525.55.412.7 § 172.0 (2) There is a need to amelior4 172.0 (5) ‘
st the life stgle in & college ' o : ate these problems to admssioa in b iﬁ :
setting.” S h - |regular prograns. I L
173 0 Benavior problems due to | 12.7 30.938218.2 5 | - ' 173.0 (3) Student shoul,d”;iot be‘,lin 173.0 (3)
" mental or emotaional ‘impair- tollege until he hys acquired skills| - &
ents which dfsrupt -¢1asses ‘ _— . . for daily Tiving, or has been through
and keep the student from o a counseling pragram to learn strate- 1
learning, . , ' - gles for_solving specxfu problems. [ v
173.1 These should be re- . , 25 0.43'8 25,0, 6.3 0 ' : "
solved or minimized before N =16 "*;. U -
training begins. . O v‘ ‘
173.2 Provide behavioral ‘ 3.5 43, 8(12 I§5> 0
therapy. ' N=16 7 )
174.0 Inabil ity to manage personal| 9.329.683.113.0 6 o 174.0 (3) Life long l1v1ng skills | 174.0 (4)
_affairs in order to concen- ‘ . are essential,
trate on-learning experience ‘ "
174.1 Provide opportunity to] . 1.733.313.3 67 0 ‘ " ;
. develop ki1l through N=15 ' k/ .
counseling. . , ‘
175.0 Lack of internal orientation| 16.7 23.353.) 6.7 30 175.0 (3) Essential for severely dis-|175.0 (4) "
: ' . abled (especially) and.needed by to- !
' tal population.
Yegative Attitudes and Feelings -
176.0 Poor self concept, low frus-| 151 39.6 434 1.5 7 ‘ 176.0 (4) Severely handicapped need 176.043)
' trationsavel, making the . , this adjustment fac%¥r. Achieving a. \
academic environment more , positive self concept is frequentiy" ‘
difficult than 1t actually discussed and seldom accomplished ;’
is. v
- 1]6.1 DeveTop oroqramned y %.325.0188 0 0
short term goals and gosi-| -  «a  W N =16
tive feadback. ) . ‘
176.2 mbhsh needed sup- . .350.0125 ) 63 | " : .
port systems for nandlm i N=14 : B : '
ped students in ali e ' - ) :
" tings. - ' ‘ . # vt
. . . & . , . ', ,
i \
=
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BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDAT 10N
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SEVERITY OF BARRIER

FEASIBILITY OF IMPMENTATION

v

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERg

‘ RATING BY PERCENTAGE RATING BY PERCENTAGE —_—
LD . RATED T0O LOW RATED T00 HIGH
_ ! 1 2.3 4 MW DA (Numbers of Respondents) ° (Numbers of Respondents
176.3 Provide more one on *| %0.0.21.4 143 70 1. :
one tounseling and in- N=14
struction, . ‘
177.0 Poor self image leading to | 20.4 426352 1.9 6 177.0 {5) 177.0 (3)
the belief that with a dis-
ability the client/student
cannot compete with others \
or get a job even if he
finishes training. i
177.1 Provide special coun- 50,0 35.7 143 0 ,0
* seling/assistance. =14
111 2 Kave students cone 3.543.8125 6.3 0
back to school and talk N=16 .
to the disability student
let them tell others what
to expect. » .
178.0 Poor self concept in the Ny a264644 1.9 6 178.0 {4) 178.0 (3)
area of interpersonal rela- )
tions '
178.1 Provide group coun- 60.026.713.3 0 0 '
seling LR R K
178.2 Provide opportunities 53.320.720 0 0
for social interaction X N=15 0‘
178.3 Establish needed sup-| . 0.02.7 20 67 6.7
port systems for handi- |’ ,é N=15
capped students inall A
settings. oyt
179 % Overly 1ndependent attitude JAN VYR 6 179.0 (1) “1179.0 (4)
1 e., the student refuses X ‘
all help and aids '
179.1 Provide therapy for A.442986 0 1.
. thes student. , N=14 A
1807 The use of a disability as | 13.0 2.8 443 14.8 6 * 1180.0%5) tspecially comon among  {180.0 (3)
Y an excuse for failure or ded Vietnam veterans, Student needs 'to
y v, mand for special treatment b in control of self and feelings.
' "the world owes me g biv- | <, *
1ng" attitude !
1801 Proyide Yong- tern ; WIS 63188 |
' therapy® N=16 -
146.2 Jo not give more 4s- 0087133133 67
sistance than is re- N= 15 \
quired, force the student |f ' )
to work to nis/her maxi- o -
mum potent1a)
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BARIEHS AND <ECOMMENDATIONS

-

.

SEVERL™Y OF BARRIER
RETING B PERCENTAGE
- B0

a3 4 M

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF 2APPIERS

RATED 700 LOW
"(Numbers of Respondents )

RATED TOn" HIGH

{Numbers of Pespondents)

181 Personal feeling, of 1nade-
quacy and lack of self worth

1811 Provide counseling i
roups

1810 Prouide progeaniped
learning experiences

181.3 Establish needed sup-
.. -port systems for nandicap-
,o0 ved students in ol set-
< 7 tings. &

" l]' R ) Ty

182.0"Be11ef that one 15 being
d1scrminated agatnst due
Lo the nandicap

. 1821 Provide rounseling

183.0 Lack of iggression in de-
manding dpprapriate instryc-
thon

1831 Provide group coun-
seling

1840 Anxioty caused ny 4 himited
' educational background in
persond who have not at- .

tended schoo! for many years

184.1 Begin trainteg at a
slow rate to in;;re SuC-
cess and provide psycholo-
gical support,

145.0 Fear thal a handirap will e
detrimental in employment
which requires short term
contact with the pub)ic (ex-

‘ample: sales) versus a long
v term.sustained relationship
with fewer people.

IBG.O;thk of self estesm and a
s positive "can do/will do”
attitude -

186.1 Provide sp@ial coan-
seling an1 assistance

187.0 Lack of -self assurance and
assertiveness

132996418 57 7

56331519 93 6

135389185 6
IR IREEE
95192507142 8
18.5 31 5%26 7.4

25,5255 36 5

86,7533 0 0 5
Noe 1

e 457200
Nl :
26.760.0 6.7 ¢

)
N =15 '

v

40.053.3 6.7 0
N =15

0

333600 6.7 0 )
Ne T

933267133 6.7 0
N:l5

50.0 35.7 7.
‘N=1

71 0

hi

181.0 (5)"

182.0 (3

183.0 (5)

184.0 (8) This is especially true
for retired military.:

185.0 (3)

IBG.Q (8)

i

187.0 (8) Need the knowledge they
are not competing with anyone else.:

Pl

181.0 (3

N8z (4]

183.0 (3,

184.0 (2) o

185.0 {3) Personal bar-
Fiers must be removed by
the individual, not soc-
iety. Very individual--
Kome handicapped indivi-
fuats like public contact.

186.0 (3)

187.0 (3)

P——
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" BARRIERS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER,
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

172 3 4 MW

v

(
FEASIBILITY OF MPLEMENTATION
RH‘H{G»BY PERCENTAGE

12 3 45

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T0O LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

Y

RATED TOO HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents

187.1 Provide
seling and asqistance

188.10 Loss of nearing’whicn is of{
ten accompented by paranoid
* benavior and/or withdrawal
resulting in Tittle or no

¢lasspoom participation and |

poor §ttendance

L188.1 Provide spacial coun-
© seling and assistance

1890 Inability to compefe on all
levels withott specigl as-
sistance in order to over- ,
come “feelings of inadequacy
and the amotional problems

" and frustrations that their
_special problpms ;:ause

190 5] Fam11, merters who provide
more 455'5%ance than 1g
newded For el f o 1mnenvenient

‘4

1901 Mrymistrators and in4
Structors gan work with
famiires to overcome
these arriers,

14§ Prowr e counseling
Yand edyeaton for the
famiiy

191.1 Lack of suppor® and encour-
- agement from the famly

1911 Provide family coun-
seling

191.2 Separate tne student
from tre family

192.0 A home ‘en ronment “n\\C,ﬂ
discourages or destroys=-
uﬁsgﬂt or 1nitigtive on the
part of tre student

135269423173 8

L5269 50.0 11y 4

14.8 37,0 35.213.0 6

R A R A

3.1 88404 1.7 8

50.0 42.9 7.1 «0 0

N=14 @ L
50.035.7 7.1 7.0 .0
N =14
3}
Y
Y

711500218 214 0
N= 14

1627 3V 1338067 0
N

.

86357286 11 0.
N=d "

Y

7.7.30.8 15,4 15.4 30.8
N 13

,
188.0 (4)

189.0 (4)

190.0 {4) There is a lack of know-
tedge in overprotection. Student
feeds self reliance wnich can be
|9ained through rational behavior
training and assertiveness to deal
with over-bearing parents.

191.0 (3)

192.0+(7) Human Resources Agency,
TOMH-MR Community Services still do
not recognize the importance of sup-
porting the family with other assis-
tance other than welfare money,

192.0 (4)

"{188.0 (6)

189.0 (3)

190.0 (3)

191.0 (4)




Table 1V - Con;unued
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BARRIER', AND RECOMMENDATION

(N = 60)
2

Y%

P e e

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

AR

— —y— ——

RATING BY PERCENTAGE

23 4%

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION |

"COMHENTS REGARDING RATING OF §

EVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED TOO LOW
(Numbers of Respondents)

| RATED T00 HIGK
(Numbers of ‘Aespondents)

192.1 Family counseling and/
or removal of the student
to a support environment
should be {mplementad.

193.0 Family members who adnere
to myths and misconceptions
of handicapping conditions

193.1 Provide for family
counsel ing

194.0 Lack of emotignal support
from significant "others"
In social Tife of the han-
dicapped, 1.e., need for
sustained encouragement

194.1 Use of halfway houses

194.2 Provide counseling on
a reqularly scheduled
basis.

195.0 Some disabled people also
have disabled spouses which
~ put an additional burden on
. the person.

Barriers within Advocates for
Handicapped Per;ons

196.0 Lack of public, administra,
tive, and parental support
1o encourage handicapped
persons- to attend technical
progranms.

196.1 0ffer & course in
. Secondary and Post-Secon-

" dary schools {for credit)
on the subject of “Accep-
tance of and Victory Qver
Handicaps®. Let all in-

~terested students take
the course.

196.2 Provide for family
involvement and training.

il

0

208283396113 7

4

i

154 40.4 3.5 7.7, 8

55200455291 5

158 29.847.4 7.0

I+

143429286 1.1 ..
Nl

-3

)

28.65.7 B.6% 0 1.1
SNl

143429143 7.1 1.4
N=14

35.7 35.7 8.6
Nald

00

‘/
2.7 1.3 40.0 0
N

0

J

20.0 33.340.0 6.7
K15

0

e

2

193.0 (2) There snould be required
courses for parents. Well-meaning
over protection results from Jack

of kndwledge. -
¥

194.0 (2) On-gciing support should be
provided by rehabilitation counse-
lors and peer counselors on the cam-
pus.

195.0 (1)

196.0 (5) This is a big key and a
major barrier--publicity and legis-
lation, is needed. The cpen door
must be swng wider and the welcome
mat put down.

193.0 (5,

194.0 (3)

195.0 (4)

196.0 (2).

ey N




Table [V - Continued

BARRIERS AND RECMF‘DATIONS

SEVERITY OF BARRIER
RATING BY PERCENTAGE
(N = 60)

1 2 3 4 W

FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTATION
RATING BY PERCENTAGE

COMMENTS REGARDING RATING OF SEVERITY OF BARRIERS

RATED T00 LOK
(Numbers of Respondents)

-

RATED T00 HIGH
(Numbers of Respondents

197.0 Inadequate assistance and
support which results in
fear of entg;ing the world
of training and the world
of work, .

197.1 Provide emotional sup-
sport through counseling
and other students.

197.2 Establish top priori-
ties for rehabilitation
services to provide sup- |
port for handicapped stu-
dents tn early years of
training and jobRexper-
ience.

198.0 Goals which are established
by peers and soCiety rather
than the individual

‘ 193.1 Provide student di- s

rected counseling

198.2 Public and private
agencies should make more
effort to educate the

- general public.

oy

12.347.436.8 3.5 3

27.6 21.631.9 6.9 2

P¥50.0125 0 0
N = 16

863737 0 0
N=14

3.333.3133 0 0
N=15

6253.5 0 0 0
N=8 :

197.0 {2) This is a-realistic fear
which can be eliminated through
counseling and Human Development
courses.

198.0 (7) Peers have an unusual in-
fluence on an individual's decision-
making for life.

A

197.0 (2)

]

198.0 (2)
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Analyses of Participants' Responses of
Severity of Barﬁiers’

* ]
fnformatigh was requested from the participants regarding their em-
ployment roles and handicapping conditions so that the ratings could be

~

analyzed in.light of these responses. For the 72 participants, nihe

classification* accorging‘'to employment roles were made:

Employment Role - ' Numbens of Participants
Handicapped Student ’ , 2
Teacher/Instructor ,//\\ 20
Teacher Trainer"J | 2
Agenc& or Organization . ' : 7
Administrator R
COunsélor . _' S 14
. - Community College ' 1

' qedmjnistrator . - . Lo
Agency ksnsultant . 9
Transportétion}handicapped 2
Other . 5
Total - \ 72 = )

The,fivg participants in the category of "other" were .a representative
of the co]]ege.coordinating board, a clinical psychoTogist, a research
psychologist, a public school administrator, and a vocational adjustment
cogndinator.

’_ (fgor the 72 participants, six classifications iaccording to handicap-

ping conditions were made:
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Handicapping Condition Numbers_of Participants )
( ‘ Orthopedic . »(-« 1"
" Deaf/hearing impaired 4 ’
Sight impaired ) 2 e
Respiratory . v I 1
N

5 Blind ' 1
No handicapping condition - 53 ‘
Total . ‘ 72

_ ,‘r‘

Eleven barriers rated by partjcipants as mOSt)seyere (ratings of
ery severe or moderately severg) were analyzed by ﬂart1c1pants employ—
ment roles and handicapping cond1t1ons 0n1y 60 oﬁ‘ihe 72 part1c1pants

rated barriers according to the1r sever1ty, therefore the tables repre-

- sent responses of these 60 part1c1papta§&n1y

o

The e]even barriers which rece1ve&u i ‘e,_entage of

rat1ngs of very severe or moderately seve ‘.BO reSpondents, by

pos1t1on, are presented in Tab]e V. The first column }ndwcates the
. ,‘ .;
barrier number, the second column the barr1er, the th1rd coiumn the num-

-

bers of responses for each item, and the feurth coJumn the perci.mhof

participants who rated the barrier very severe 0r moderate]y severe
. 4,;_ ‘.A . g

In the last nine columns are codes for the n1ne poswt1ons of the par-

t1c1pants, giving the percentage of the tota] group and the bercentage

- 7
v

of the position group in parentheses.

a




TABLE V

T BY PARTICIPANI BY POSITION

Key to position (numbers of paftikipants in each position) N - 60

1 - Handicapped Student (2)
2 - Teacher or Instructor (19)
3 - Teacher Trainer (29

4 - Mdminfstrator of Agency
5 - Counselor (12)
6 - Administrator of Higher

Education (7)
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ELEVEN BARRIERS WITH HIGHEST PERCENTAGES RATED VERY SEVERE OR MODERATELY SEVERE

7 - Agency Consultant (8)
8 - Transportation (2}
- 9 - Other (3).

(5)

-Percent of Total Group

- Barrier Barrier ﬁesponses.
Number (Percent of Position Group)
. Number -Percent 1 2 N 5 6 7 8 g,
Tt i ; = T 7
30 Lack of progran{s to pre- 59 7,8'.0 1.7 25.6 3.4 *3.4 17.0 10.2 1.9 0 5.1
pare post-secondary in- (50) (£4.2) (100) (40) (63.4)(73.1)(65.9) (100)
“structors to teach the /
* handicapped. - !
L4 28  Inadequate training and in- 60 73.3 1.7 73.3 1.7 6.6 15.0 1.7 8.3 0 5.0
formation in provided to (50) (73.7) (50) (80) (75) (100) (62.5) - (100)
) teachers regarding psycholo- '
gical aspects, and leaming !
"difficulties of specific
handicapping conditions
34  Lack of counseling and taech- 59 72.9 3.4 221 1.7 5.1 15.3 10.2 10.2 0 5.1
- ing skills needed to acommo- . (100)(73.7) (50) (60) (75) (85.7)(75.0) (100)
date the handicapped student's
unigueness
. » * .
2,24 Lact. of ?eneral knowledge of 59 72.8 022,17 1.7 8.5 153 0.2 10.2 0 5.1
. R :wthe hqﬂd’ capped-and handicap- (73.7) (50) (100X75.0)(85.7)(75.0) . (100)
£ 4 ..f"D]ng Coq'a -Mni (1nstructors) -
71 lack of fumts 'toprovi f 57 7.9 3.5 17.¢ 3.6 53 14,0 10.5 7.0 1.8 5.3
sPecia expensq& yueh e . (100)(68.4) (100) (60) (66.6)(85.7) (57.1) (.50) (100)
Instructoi‘s gnadequ,i‘ i1 n.7 1.7 284 1.7 3.3 13.3 . 10.0 10.0 0 3.4
texined_in' fechniquedsti dss (50) (59.4) (50) (40) (66.6)(85.7) (75), (66.6)
sist tHe Ha Hcagped std '
to adapt ‘standard; ‘fng:eqh g
to meet r;i slrvnu rkment
~ 27 ? 60 n.i7 1.7 :3.4 3.4 5.0 15.0 10.0 8.3 0 5.0
{50k (73.6) (100) (60) (75) (85.7) (62.5) (100)
. ing with hangd
\ " in the ared of:
‘ing modalit!&s .
15 Lack of knowledde of what stu- 59 7.2 1.7 294 1.7 6.8 136 1N.9 6.8 3.4 5.
i dents can do resulting in nega- (50) (63.4) (50, (80) (66.7) (100) (57.2) (100) (400)
) tive attitudes toward the limi-
tations of the handicapped stu- s
7 dent :
85 Lack of realistic counseling 58 69.0 1.7 19.0 3.4 51 155 8.6 10.4 - 0 5.1
and goal setting . (50) (63.4) (60) (60) (75)" (75) (100)
87  Inadequate prevocational ex- 57 68.4 0 21.2 0 5.3 17.6 8.8 10.5 0 5.3
ploration background informa- (73. (0) (60) (83.3) (71.4) (75) (100)
tion, and exposure to the ' .
world of work ‘
67 Lack of adeguate equipment 57 68.4 1.8° 21.2 3.4 5.3 10.6. 8.8 10.5 1.8 5.3
that will facilitate teaching (50) (73 70 (100) (60) (54.6) (71.4X85.7) (53) (100)
the handicapped . 1
Y - 4
»!
e
'_(
\‘1 ’ ' 1 ‘} ‘ N

ERIC -
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Findings presented in Table V indicate that'botw'students fpund‘ :
barriers 34 and 71 sévere. Seventy percent or more of the teachers in
\5 'the group found aNl the barriers except 71 and 15 severe. Both particif
pants who were teacher trainers.indicated that barriers 30, 71, 27, 85
and 67 were severe, Eighfy percent or more of the administrators felt

that barriers 28, 24, and 15 were severe. Barriers 28, 34, 24, 27, and

ﬂtgz were selected by seventy-five percent or more of the counselors as

t““;;vere. Seventy~five percent of agency consultants selected barriers
34, 24, 31, 35, 87, and &7 as severe. The two persons engaged inftrans-
portation of the handicapped selected only barrier 15 as severe, and all
three of the participants in the fotﬁér" categdry selected all but bar—l
rier 31 as being severe.

The eleven barriers which received the highest percentaggsiof
raiings of very severe or moderate]y severe by the 60 respondents by '
handicapping conditions, are presentéd iT-Table VI. The first |
column indicates the barrier number, the second column the barrier, the
third column the number of responses f;r each item, and the fourth column
ﬁhe percent of participants who rated the barrier very severe or moder-
ately severe. In the last six:columns are codes for the six handicapping
conditions of the respondents, givingjihe percenpage of the position
group” in parentheses.

Only. one barrier (15) in Table VI was rated most severe (very
seVeré or moderétely severe) by 70% or more of the participants with an

orthopedic handicap. Four bafriers, 24, 31, 67, and 87 were rated by

all participants with impaired hearing-as being most severe. There was




Table VI

\

)
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ELEVEN BARRIERS WITH HIGHEST PERCENTAGES RATED VERY SEVERE OR MODERATELY SEVERE

BY PARTICIPANT 8Y HANDICAPPING CONDITION

Key to hafddicapping condition (numbers~of participants with handicap) N = 60

1 - Orthopedic (10)
2 - Hearing Impaired (3)
3 - Stght Inpaired y(1)

4 - Respiratory (1)
5 - Blind (1)-
6 - No handicapping condition (44)

(Y
B I
Barrier Responses Percent of Total Group
Number ! Barrier Number Percent (Percent of Group Identified by Handicap)
1 2 3 4 5 6
30 Lack of programs to prepare post- 59“ 78.0 10.2 3.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 59.3 -
secondary instructors to teach (60.0) (66.6) (100} (100) (100) 4£79.5)
the handicapped
28 Inadequate training and informa- 50 73.3  10.2 3.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 55.0
. tion is provided to teachers (60.0) (66.6) (100} (100) {100} (75.0); .
regarding psychological aspects, : . ; (
and learning difficulties of 2 ¢
specific handicapping conditions L
. ]
R 34 Lack of counseling and teaching 59 " . 102 3.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 54.3
skills needed to accommodate (60.00\U(66.6) (100) (100} (100) (72.7)
the handicapped student's .
uniqueness 5
24 Lack of general knowledge ‘of the .59 72.8 6.8 5.1 1.7 0 1.7 5.6
handicapped and handicapping (40.0) (too) (100) (100} (79.1)
conditions (instructorsg .
n Lack of funds to provide for 57 71.9 10.6 1.8 1.8 n 1.8 56.1
special expenses such as special (60.0 (33.3) (100) (100) (66.2)
“ & equipment ot pu
.~ B ¢
27 Inadequate staff preparation and 60 71.9 6.7 3.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 55.7 -
orientation toward working with (40.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (100) (77.3)
handicapped students in the area n
° of various learning modalities
31 Instructors inadequately trained 60 71.9 8.3 5.0 1.7 1.7 0 53.3
in techntques to assist the handi- (50.0) (100) (100) (100} (72.7)
capped student to adapt standard
procedures to meet his requirements
15 Lack of knowledge of what students 59 7.2 1.9 1.7 1.7 0 1.7 54.2
\ can do resulting in negative (70.0) (33.3) (100) (100) (74.4)
attitudes ‘toward the 1imitations .
of the handicapped students
85 tack of realistic. counseling and .58 69.0 8.6 3.4 - 0 1.7 1.7 53.4
J goal setting {50.0) (66.6) (100) (100) (73.8)
87 .Inadequate prevocational explora- 57 68.4 7.1 3.5 1.8 .0 1.8 52.6
tion background information, and (40.0) (100} (100) (100} (71.5)
exposure to the world of work
67 ‘Lack of adequate equipment that 57 68.4 8.8 3s .0 0 1.7 54.4
. w111 facilitate teaching the (50.0) (100} (100) (73.9)
handicapped .
;
O N / 1
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only one participant with a sight impairment who‘rated all barriers ex-

cept 85 and 67 as most severe. The one participant with a respiratory*

condition rated barriers, 30, 28, 34, 27, 31 and 85 as most severe. The
only blind participant rated all but barrier 31 as being most severe.
Seventy perceht or more of the participants with no handicapping condi-

tions rated:all barriers except 71 as most_severe.

v

Comparison of Ratings of Participants v
and Ratings of Consumers

fo detefmine whether the ﬁredictor varfab]e--rati%g of féasibi]ity
of implementing a recommendation to remove a barrier--could be used to
distinguish between participants of the study and consumers (72 handi-
capped studentsj; a Wilks' Lambda Test of Significance was applied. In
all but five of the recommendat{ons there were no significant differ-

ences between the ratings of participants and the ratings of consumers.

The recommendations in which there were significant differences at the

. 0.01 Tevel are<given in Table VII along with the barriers and mean vec-

tors of pérficipénts and consumers.” In all five instances the con-
sumers rated the recommendations as‘more feasible than the participants.
Four of the five recommendations werelfound_jn the \section, "Barriers
Within the Handicapped Persqnl Their Families and Other Advocates".
Therefore,'iﬁ all but five of the recommendation. for removing bar-
riers, the null hypotéesis is accepted; that is, there is no differ-
ence between participgﬁts' and consumers' ratings of feasibility of

v Al -
implementing recommendations to remove barriers.



TABLE VIT

Recormenda-

| SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN FEASIBILITY OF INPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDAT}ONSL

- tion Nunber Recumnendataonsv Barrier o Mean :
9.1 Enploy or train counselors  96.0 Irability of dounselors to ~ Particiapnts: 2.0
who can comunicate with communicaty with deaf students Consumers: 1.0
deaf students. 5 , |
138.1  Develop assist appdratus, 138.0° Lack of physical dexterity to Participants: 3.66
' © manipulate mechanical devices Consumers: ~ 1.33
191.1 Provide family counseling. 191.0 Lack of support and encou?age- Participants: 2.33
ment from the family. * Consumers: 1.6
194,2  Provide counselihg ona  194.0 Lackof emotional support from ° Aarticipants: 3.00
reqularly scheduled basis. significant "others" in soctal J / Conswers: 133
' life of the handicapped, 1.., :
need for sustained encourage-
' : ' " ment. _
‘ 197.] ' Provide enotional support 197.0 Inadequate assistance and support Participants: 2.33
through counseling and ‘ *1.00

other students. B

which results in fear of entering  Consumers:
the world of work. ‘ ‘

g ] Level ofgﬁignificance 0.01 |

6t
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‘Predictor variabTes did not dffferenttate'between the crﬁterion

n the mu1t1p1e d1scr1m1nate funct1on except-in the group which - o

1nc1uded re ommendat1ons 38 1 through 66. 2 ~ Although the answers of‘wrxnig
‘¢

3
part1c1pantsvan gnsumers d1d pred1ct Wh1ch group they would . be 1n,_

the equat1ons canno be so]ved, ‘and even though it _appears that theg

group can be 1dent1f1ed by the answers, there are too many var1ab1es °

S de

to make a def1n1%e conc]us1on «

.-

Since.the N-size in the study is small, as is generally the case

)

E

in Delphi studies, this type of analysis did net produce a definitive

conclusion. However, there appears to be a congruence between the

. N . ’

groups. ‘ ‘ o &%
s R Py ‘ N ‘ a
*  Tasks Recommended ¥or Implementat ion e .
‘ ‘ ' / i
When . a content ana]ys1s of the 351 recommendations (Table; gIII) o
was conducted twenty- nine tasks yere identified as needing to be%&m-
plemented by commun1ty co]]ege personne], advocates for the handicapped,
or agencies respons1b¢e for the handicapped, to removeﬁba;r1ers whiclf
‘ @

impede the successful completion of vocational technicah.progrAms in

¥ t

cnmmunity colleges by hendica_pped'studentsT ' . a
) . ‘ ' M ;f > ”.‘ ’ \\
Discussion of Iwenty-nine Identified Tasks . & .-

*

The content analysis of the recommendations -was based on-infor-

N

, , ) . A .
mation from preyious research and project activities reviewed for the

- study (Chapter II) and from data obtained from the various phases of

s
AR R B

>
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, TABLE VITI | : ' 2
.. PROPOSED RATINGS OF THE - '
- DESIRABILITY. FEASIRILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS OF PERFORMING TASKS 10 REMOVE BARRIERS
- ' Y 1
. . J
o ¢ - , >

In the ftgst“column‘thé gengral task to he |mrfprmed is given with the number of rel&tbd_re-

commendations in parentheses, and summarized reconmendations related to the -task. )
- ot . o . I

In the second colum are ratings of the desirability of performing the tasks, with 1 being

’ verypdesirable, Z'desirable. 3 undesirabig. and 4 very undesirable. _ K :
In the third column are the ratings of th feasibility of performing the task with 1 being

definitely- feasible, 2 possibly feasible, 3 possibly unfeasible, and 4 definitely unfeasible.

In the fourth column are ratings of the cgst e??eitiyeness of performing the task with 1%
being very cost effeétive. 2 possibly cosk effective, 3 possibly not cost effective, apd
4 definitely not cost'effective. .. ot . - .

. Ty
e

A
- [y

- L

General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of Rating{of Rating of Cost-

related recommendations) K Desirability ‘Feasib**i;y Effectiveness for
Summarized recommendations related* . to.Perform to Perform\ Performing Task
to the task ’ ) Jask Task )

a

1. Provide for improved and increased : 1 ’ 1 1
counseling services (48)

Increase numbers of .counselors S

available to student and make

the job more.attractive (5.2, Y . : o s
97.2, 89.2) o -

Provide supportive counseling ‘ i . L

which includes emotional sup- ) :

port (194.1, 48.1, 197.1, 194.2) . . ¥
™ . o . o

Provide supportive counseling . >t Y ‘

which improves student's self . '

concept (176.3, 177.0) - ) ] e

Provide supportive counseling to
bring about positive attitudinal

changes in students and.to assist =~ oL ‘
nhim in dealing with frustration N ’ . . i
. (179.1, 173.2, 180.1, 180.2, . R !
154.1) : o ' ’
‘ s
. Provide group” counseling for ac- e .
. . quiring knowledge of social be- Sl

hayior, career information, im-

proved self concept, support and

assertiveness skills (171.1, . )
' - 5272, 178.1, 181.1, 97.1, 183.T) “ ’ ’

Provide counseling to assist with &
specific problems (}86.1, 187.T, : ’
188.1) , - . Cs

Provide counsel ing for the family

. of the handicapped person (190.1,

. . 190.2, 191.1, 191.2, 192.1, 193.1,
. 196.2) - - ¢

- Provide reality counseling (164.1,° g
- 164.2, 164.3, 85.2,4169.1, 168.1, . ' A3
.168.2, 100.1, 146.13. : .

‘ . .
[N A

i ’ f.
» .
. .
, . )
) . A - . . AN . .o
” LAY o S ;
Q ’ 4 1
. . : . &
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. Table VIIPfcontinued" - ‘ Ao io : ‘ "

i ’ . ’ ﬁ ' w2 R
; 4 . General tasks to be perfoPmed (number“bf Rd!.ing6 Rating of - Rating of Cost.

) related reéomnendations) A » . 4Desirddility , Feasibility gffectiveness for
¢ 4 o Summatized rec ations ?elated @ .57 to Perform . to Perform Performing Task °
. s ) to“the task 7 o o Tagk - '~'Task€ o

——— - —— - B

¥ v

i [ 3
. . . Fa . -
Yy oo Coordinate services with agencies -3 -
: . - Tnvolved (5.3, 109.2) : ] : b

) - "Make cf'o‘unseling seryices more avajl- .
N ‘ . able to student (88.2, 94.1, 143.2, > .
- 157.1, 158.1, 182.1, 170.1) : . e

Provide for student directed cdoun- v E
K seling and assistance in managing.
personal affairs (198.1, 174 1) . o

2. Establish 1nserv1ce programs for the 1. ’ " 1
vocational tech#fal and academic com- :
E : munity college personnel (42)

‘Inform-inStructors and clagsroom L .
personnel about Section 504 of the ) e oo
Rehabilitatign Act of 1973 (1.1). . . .

»

Provide information on methods of - :
. assisting the handicapped student in ° :
", the classroom (13.1,,28.1, 27.1, 27: g

29.2, 30.1, 31.2, 32, 34 1, 57 2,

63.1, 64.3,:73.11150.2)°

' . Cause gpsitive attitudinal changes - ‘ o
in pers who work with and pro- ® » R S .
e vide for the Wducation of the handi- : ' N

N . capped stullent {16.1, 17.1, 17.2, 19.1,
21.2, 22.2, '26] 20,1, 59.3, 151)

Provide training for cwnselorsa? L
the area of realistic counselin\g1 R :
goal setting (85.1) .7 K w e

) Provide training for counselors in . , p . ‘.
N the area -of diagnostic services (86-.1)

Provide training for counselors to ’ N
- . assigt students to cope with the edu- -
c, @ . catibnal environment (g@ 1) . 2

A © Provide skills in comnunicating withe . : S
B ] deaf’ students '36.1), : :. )

[
Provide; information regarding the\ N
stamina required in employment (99.1) -

Provide informat ion regardfng gen- : R}
_eral support and counseltntf sepyices <
(108.2,498.2, 93.1) %

: 3

Provide inservice for ancillary per- = L C Lo
sonnel such as tutors, wheelchair o 2
pushers, attendants, noteztakers
" Jdntérpreters, and placeheng;perko%
N a ne!,(xgj 9.3, 12.1%13.2.14.2)

. : : 2

]:lillc n . ) A 3 o _ 1 5}: o T ﬁm ‘ .»
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Table VIII - continued . ' : . ‘ .

General tasks to.be performed (number of Rating of Rating of- . Rating of Cost-
related recommendations) Desirability Feasibility tffectiveness for’
Summarized recommendations related to Perform to Perform Performing Task
' to the task . Task Task " :

[

. Provide inservice for adﬁinistrators .
in legislation pertaininn to the. ’ )
handicapped (86.2, 1.5) (3.1) . ¢

“Develop a program for teacher trainer . -
and TEA staff to promote better under-
standing to the educational needs of
the handicapped (30.3) N -

3.. Secure funding to provide for ﬁrograms. ] . 1 : ' ] .
services, facilities and equipment (26) : !

.

Provide funds for prevocational
skill training (39.1) -

Securet funds for deaf and hearing
impairad students (40.1, 42.1)

* Provide programs in emerging tech- -
nology (58.1)

Provide short term vocational . . ~-
courses (41.3)

Provide for adequate»fask analysis
of technical skill areas (57.1)

Provide for support personnel such
as tutors, readers, and interpre-
ters (9.2, 13.3) *
Provide a better student/trainer
ratio (56.2)

Recruit’ handicapped students (105.1) )
- :

Develop énd expand couﬁseling ser-
vices (106.1)

. B Utilize and increase existing
- . . financial resources {108.%, 123.1, ]
L 122.1) - >

, Make funds’available from Social Se-
. * curity Disability Insurance for b
vocatidnal education (2.1)

Provide funds for special equipment
(81.1;-74.1, 78.2, 67.2, 70.1, M.,
712} . .

Provide funds for ‘housing .for handj-
capped students (135.1, 134.1, 134.2)

Establish funding for #cational edu- . .
cation, of the handicapped as a top -
funding prioritx (10.2) ’ :

.
&

ERIC - R -
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Table V{Il - continued . -

b}

; » Géneral tasks' to be performed (number of
- . related recommendations)
Summarized recommendations related

4.

ERIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

to the task

-

Provide resource persons and support,
services to assist instructors and
students (24) R )

Adapt the classroom for' the handi-
capped student (64.0, 37 1)

’ Prov1de liaison information to the

world of work (60.2, 36.1),

. 4 .

Provide remedial education or tu-

tors (161.1, 142.1, 160.2)
. 7

Provid® support to assist the stu-

dent An coping with the demands of

school (178:3,-181.3, 66.1% 65.1,

98.2, 176.2, 177.2, 33.2. 104.1) .
4

Provide assistance to -instructors
(31.1, 55.1, 56.4)

Provide ‘tutorial support to stu-
dents (38.2, 72.1, 156.2)

Set up employment for the handi-
capped through the work study pro-
qram (127.1)

Uti‘ize medical consultation (159.1)

Pian for individual students (24)

Provrde plann!ng with short term
godls to lmprove self concept (176.1,
18! 2)

Provrde planning to resolve problems
of emotignal impairment (173.1)
Provide planning to develop daily
survival skills (165.1, 165.2, 155.1)

Plan with students who are’ unable to
cope with complex written materlal
(162.1, 162.2)

Plan with students who have-restric-
tive medical and physical conditions”

(152.1, 141.1, 137.1, 137.3, 138.2, 140 2)

140.2)

Provide for employment planning and
tratning (73.2, 92.1, 128.1. 60.3)

Provide tor problems with learning
(101.2, 34.2. 72.2 13.2)

Provide for flexibility in curriculum

(45.2)_

Rating of

Rating of Cost-

Desirability Feasibility = Effectiveness for
C to Perform Performing Task
Task .
1 1

-

-



Table VIII - continued =~ o ) BRI

. ——— i m e mme— em e A s e e s Tm— - ———

General tasks to be performed (number of - Rating of. vRating' of Rating of Cost-

- rela:ltz recommefdations} _ Desirability Feasibility ‘Effectiveness for
Sumd@rized recommendations related - . _ to Perfqrm . .to Perform Performing Task
< to the task ' ’ © Task ‘Task .
. . Cantact. student on a regular basis
(48:4) - . . ‘ X
6. Provide special matertals or programs 1 . 2

to accommodate the handicapped (22)

Provide special equipment and assis-

“tance in the area of listening skills S ' ~
{(148.1, 151,71, 149.1, 150.1, 156.1, : ' - - '
150.3) ;

Provide assistance in the development
of communication skills (147.1, 182.3)

. Provide assistance in development of
- vocabulary skills (163.1, 163.2)

Provide for alterr;ate methods for ad-
ministering examinations.(51.1, 50.1,
50.2, 56.1)

Design work stations in vocational
classes (77.1) . ]

Provide for special instructions for .
deaf students (167.1) \’\.

Provide for an adjustment of the rate
of vocationa} education experiences
(153.2, 153.1, 155.2, 184.T, 166.1)

Provide for spechﬂ' accommodations for - - -
- handicapped students (153.3, 49.1)

7. Conduct public education regarding the capa- 1 1 1
-bilities}znd needs of the handicapped uti- :

. lizing t ws_media (16)
o ) Jn&e public at the naticnal, state

and local levels about handicapping con-.
ditions and the capabilities and needs
of the handicapped (1.4, 22.1, 113.1,
114.1, 116.1, 117.1, 118.1, 12041, 121.1.
121.2, 129.1, 130.1; 132.1. 1324%) 1

Provide an ongoicr'rg public ‘relations
effort (25.3, 198.2)

8. Provide individualized instruction with  1° : 1 1
planned scope and sequence of curriculum .
and open entry/exit points for students (14) \

Plan self-paced, independent instruc-
. » tion (143.1, 145.1)

ERIC S SR \

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



* Table VIII - continued - . \
e - —————— e -
General taSks to be performed (number of Rating of ° Rating of Rating of Cost-
related recommendations) - . Desfrability Feasibility Effectiveness for
Summarized recommendations related to Perform to Perform Performing Task
" to the task’ . > - Task . Task

Establish a sequential curriculum
. +. from élementary through post-secon- S
«, - dary vocational technital programs : -
w o (61.1) . ,_ . " :
Provide diagnostics for adudts with LU v ¢
- .learning disabl11t\e§ (101.1) L . - :
) el ‘
.- : Provide for behav:or mod1f1cat\on Lt -
7 programs (47.1) o -t

N BRI

a»

,‘1
"
.

.- Evaluate physical capab\l\tleiﬂ 3& 1) o - _
Individualize programs for hand\cappéd ' 'ﬂl‘{g'uf}" L e o
students (46.1, 26.2, 42.2, 45.1) U ST

.\

Define behavioral objectives (16.2) . -
Individualized testing procedures'(56.3)

Establish feasible entry/exit points
(65.2, 45.3)

9. Conduct research in areas of needs assess- 1 2 2
ment, employment, materials, and equipment
(12)

Research'gonmunication problems in in-
‘structfonal situations (43.1)

Conduct local needs assessments of the
disabled (82.1, 82.3, 3&.2)

Research emproymeqt assistance and voca-
tional information (125.2, 95.3) .

Research and design instructional mater-
ials, special devices, equipment and
tools (68.1, 69.1, 75.1, 76.1, 84.1,
110.1)

10. Provide pre-éervice training and teacher 1 2 1
— preparation in colleges and universities 4
(12)

Provide information on agencies which
serve the handicapped and resources
avaiiable for the handicapped (4.3,
87.3. 15.2)

Provide information on ‘handicapping
conditions and individual differences
of persons with hahdicaps (28.1)

&

Educate to effect positive attitudinal
changes (114.2, 59.1, 119.1, 196.1;

R4 . ) W
2.
G

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table VIII continued

€ General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of Rattng of
related recommendations) Desirabtlity Fea;1b111ty 'Effect1vene55 for
Summarized recommendations ‘'related to Perform to ferform. PerfOrming Task
to the task Task Task‘ L v .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1.

12.

Inform about curriculum adapta-
tion (37.3)

Provide information on _the needs
of the handicapped (82.2, 30.1)

Provide training for medical per-,
sonnel to help the disabled attain
the highest level of skill pos-
sible ?35 2)

a

Coordlnate services with employers in bu51~

ness and industry. (10)
Assist in employment adjustment (14.1).

Determine employment needs of ; buslnesé'
and lndustry (83. 2) o TN

- - [N ®
Assist in the attainment of eﬁployment
(36.2, 60. 1) v, i

" ‘Provide 1nformation regarding the bene-
. ‘fits- of hiring the handicapped (T25 1,
132 2} . R

Remove architectural. barrhers 1n 1n-
dustry (133.1, 433 2, 133 3y

Promote technology to- beneflt the han‘
dicapped (58.2) :° REENE

Obtain special or adabted equipment (Ib)
Purchase special equipment w1th re-
sources and funds available (64 4,
80.1) IR
Adapt existing'egﬁ1pment (74.2).

N ' ¢ o
Construct speciah equipment’(56l2)
Develop a'geernfng center (78.1)

Q\ Develop assist qbpa}atus for physical. -

handicaps- (139 1, 139.2, 140.1" 1422,

138.1) o

Improve commun1c§tlon and coord1nat|nn of: -
services between<‘vocational technlcal pro-s
grams and agencied (10) . . o

5
.

Establish 1nteragency conmﬁttees (112 1

4.2, 112. 2 1)

o

Designate & liaison person‘(dtl} fjl.?);

Establish mutual cooperation and ex-
change of information (8.1, 88 F, 48%2)

Q

_Rating of, Cost-

1

1

'.ﬁ;:v: R




. Table VIII - continued ' A ' - o
General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of Rating of ' Rating of Cost--
related recommendations) o, Destrability Feasibility Effectiveness for -
, Summarized recommendations related i to Perform to Perform Performing Task
to the task . . Task - Task
[ : 3 e e e .

Publish a director of agencies and
services for the area served by each
community colleges (109 A . : : '

14. Obtain legislative support (9) . : 1 1 1

Provide funding for programs for the : 4 ~
handicapped (10.1, 61.2, 108. 2) :

- Allow for tax credits for employers AR ﬂﬁ.‘1ff"
of the handicapped (126.1) D

Obtain increased personnel to assist . . . ) e
with the handicapped <55.2. 34.2) . . .

Remove earnings limitations for social
security (2.2)

~ Change, OSHA rules (130. 2) T

Cadse wordtng of leglslatldn to be less . . A ' ":ﬁ
difficuTt: (1.3)° S X - ‘

. ,lglﬂ,4
15. Enllst improved and increased services from
the Texas Rehabilitation Commission (8) 4

PO ) Provide for on-qoing support for stu-
- . dents in early years of training and
oW, job experience (171.2, 21.1, 12§.2, . ’ ¢ e

R 197.2, 48.3) ? : '

De rmine employers' needs (B83.3) .

Provide yearly interviews to recipients

of Social SECurlty\Dlsabl]lty Insurancé —y
(2.3) B : R

S

Provide more rehabilitation counselors
on community college campuses (5.1)°

}6. Provide for increased interagtion between 1 : 2 2 ey - . -
‘ handicapped and non-handicapped students (8) )

Provide awareness and orientation pro- v .
grams (21.1, 44.1, 23.1, 115.1) .

Purposefully design “integrated activi
ties (6.1, 6.2, 178.2. 7.2)

- .

!‘1,._ dgvelop a central’iz@ystem of resources (7) 1 1 1

Develop a system for vocational re- - .
*sources similar to the Texas Learning d
Resourre Center, Division of Special
Education, Texas tducation Agency to
provide equipment, ancillary personnel
such as interpreters, specially de-
stgned instructional materials and
oguipment, career information and job .
forecasts, <pecialized courses deve. ’
~ loped for-the handicapped student and
. information reqarding appropriate pro-
grams (671, 9 1,75 2, 79.2, 95.2.
41 2. 106.2)

ERIC e "

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tahle VIl - continued v ! : b
3 . ,

General tasks to be pertormed (number of - Rating ot Rating of Rating of Cost
related recommendations) Devirability ‘chJslhility fffectiveness for
Sunmarized reconmendntfnnx related K to Pertarm Twto Pertorm Performing Tacvk

to the tatk . : . . o Tank Tasvk @

.2

Cagey

¢
Y

14 IJthlfy pstructors ' resporsabi bvties 7 - e 2’ >
for.handicqpped sfudents (6) - PRI ' ! ‘
Schedule regular counseling sessions ' : . S
with student§(39.g; 25.2, 136.1)

Maiontain communication with coun-
selors (98.1)

Keep the student's family informed of : . -ﬂlﬁ

progress (103.1). . ’ .

Be aware of student's medicgiion needs
(137.2) B )

19. Provide special materials and curriculum {0) 1 2 2

Provide pre-developed material and in-
structions for-modification of curri O
culum (37.2, 54.1, 54.2. 53.1, 53.2)

Provide materials which (duld be adapted
v Lo sensory abilities of .the student (63 2)

2 Develop palicien to provide prograw. and 1 7 I4 »
ansiatance tor the handycapped (4) . { ‘

s dacilitate the stadent’ et when e b ) ) /
", achieved to the highest level ot hie

ab1 ity (82 1. 62.2) Q.

Require instructional education for the Ce
post-secondary yocational instructor (30.2)

implement local application of Section
. 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (12.)

Mandate planning for the handicapped
students (7.1)

1. Develop administrative planning for the 1 2 2
handicapped (4) -

Provide educators with information
abaut the needs of the handicapped :
(25.1, 33.1) :

Plan for such activities as registration
and mobility orientation (8.2, 11.1)

&2 Expand and develop programs of vocational ! \ 2 2
education (4)

" Provide for a.broader range of skill
% training (52.1)

Provide for specialized courses to
tedch limited skills through con-
tnuing education programs (41.1)

O ’ R IA)

ERIC |
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’ fable VIII - continued

. T e e e e
" -

General tasks to be performed (number of Rating of Rating of Rating of Cost-

related recommendat ions)- Desirability Feasibility Effecttveness for
- Summarized recommendations related i to Perform to Perform Performing Td'sk

" to the task Task ©. Task

= r + —————— —— o e

. e R

Provide expanded electives and sub-
ject.areas (59.2)

Provide Lasic programs fn'1anguaqe and
math for specific departments (38.1)

, 23." Develop career 1nformatlon for the handi - 1 2 1
capped (4) : '

Provrde prévocational exploration, career
. information and vocational evaluation and
counseling (87.1, 87.2. 95 1, 131.1)

24 Articulate community collegé vocational tech- 2 ° 2 2
K nical programs of instruction with public . .
L, . - . schools (4) ’

: Increase emphasis on career and vocational
! - - education in public schools (39 2, 99.3)

Stress the teaching of basic skills-at
theé\high schoo]l level (38.3, 161.2) .

.25, Solicit assistance from the community (4) 2 2 '2

e Apply to local civic gr0ups for funding
(83.1)

s

/7 ) Make needs for scholarsitips and grants . o
known (108.3) -

Provide an accessible transportation Sys-
tem for handicapped students (122.3)

. Involve the community and vocational M
. classes in construction or acquisition
of equipment (70.2) - "

26. Teach handicapped students to communicate 2 ) 2 ‘ 1
problems and use resources available (3)

Assist students to communicate their | .
needs (65.2, 26.3) '

Help studgﬁts to use counseling services
avallable {93.2)

- Coor Develop a mgthod: of accountablrlty (1)y(107. l) 1 - 1 1
28. Develop programs for deaf students (l) 2 2 , 2

Develop classes for deaf and langFage/
learning disabled students (29.1)
" - <€

M9, bstahlish advocacy groups (1) ' Ve 2 ? S

Eotahlish an ﬂffj‘ix(,‘w' ACLion program
(3.2) St .

. w . -

ERIC SR
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. A,

this study. The 1nformat1on which supports. the poss1b111ty of 1mp]e¢ V!E fﬂ°
b .

menting the twenty nine tasks is presented in the fo]]ow1ng paragrapns (e
Ay o L -‘

1. Prov1de for 1mproved and 1ncreased,counse]1ngﬁserv1cesu Th1s§ﬁ #

Htask had-more re]ated~recommendat1ons 48) than any of the® twenty n1ne
:;genera] tasks to be performed Th1s recommendation is a]§o supported

- by prOJects such as the Enabler programs in Ca]1forn1a (Ph1111ps, et . . E&ﬁ‘

LI

A}

Cal., 1977).

2. Establish inservice programs-for the vocational technical and. B -
-

academic commun1ty college. personne] Forty two recommendat1ons made

.by part1c1pants of the. study were ‘related to th1s task. Also, two of
the five Jtemssrated hjghest by validations (COPES, 1977) in twenty- .
four community co]]edes invCalifornia in~i97§?7GIWere “speé:ai educa-
tion/qda]1f1cat1ons of 1nstruct1ona1 staff working with the hand1-
capped", and "qua11f1cat1ons of enablers/coord1nators and ofpenablers/
%gprdinators and directors in fharge of adm1n1ster1ng occupationa]

'prpgramé and servjces for the handicapped“ (p. 3).-

3. Secure funding to provide for programs, services, facilities,

.

and equipment. Although Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973

) -
was enacted as a civil rights bill for the handicapped, np/fund54were
appropriated for imp]ementing programs,*and other°than'the excees funds.
which age suppoéed to be avai]ab]e for the handicapped in vocational
technical programs in community co]]eges‘ funds for programs, seminars,
fac111t1es and equ1pment must be secured from other sources. Programs

-

include those provided by the Special Servwces Office of;}he United

: l‘;i
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- (Table VII, p. 141).

152

-~

:Stateleffice of Education as described by Hessler (1976). Twenty-six

- ‘recommendations, the third highest in rank order, supporte% this task.

5. P]an for 1nd1v1dua1 students P]ann1ng for 1nd1v1dua1 stu-

~dents is necessary for a §uccessfu1 program as demonstrated by the

DeAnza College Spec1a] Edycat1on Programs (Re1d, March, 1978). This
*was also observed to be dne of the elements for successful programmtng
for handjcapped postzgedondary etudepte in Suburban Henneptn County

Area VocattohaléTeehnical Centers (1978). Ind;ridual educational plans
are also mandated by'b._L. 941142..'Particfpants of the study made
tweﬁty-fpur recommendations which were related to this task (Table VIII,
p. 141)T~ ) .!

6. Provide spec1a1 materials or programs to accommodate the handi -

g_pg__' Heg;Ler (1976) discussed needs for spec1a1 equ1pment and_
.trained personne] to assist the handicapped and Lawrence, Krieger, and
Barad (1972) descr1bed the 11m1tat1ons 1mposed by inadequate curr1cu1um
and other specific academic and arch1tectura1 barr1ers Two of the -

eleven barriers (71 and 67) rated very severe and moderate]y severe,

(Table V, p. 135) indicated a lack of funds, and therefore ack of
spécia] equipment for the handicapped. Twenty;twd rECo"endatione
were made to provide special materigls or programs (Tabte VIII, p. 141ff

7. Conduct public education regarding the capabilities .and need§

of the handicapped' especiallz_through the news media. According to a

i%
report prepared by The Regional Aff1rmat1ve Act1on Clearlnghouse\(1976),

educatlng the general public 15 very important to promoting the

1SS
L
-
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employment'of'the handicapped ThereVWere sixteen recommendations_made

:to conduct pubI1c eddca§1on Tab]e VIIL, p. 141).

8. Prov1de 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct1on w1th p]anned scope and se-

quence of curr1cqum-and open entrx[ex1t po1nts for students Accord1ng

-

to a study conducted at the Wisconsin Vocat1onaI Studies Center (Kumar,:

197?)ﬂ;]ack‘of 1nd1y1dua11zed instruction and absence of open entry/

exjt,pcjnts for students was a factor in stodents‘becoming discouraged,
' frﬁstrated, and deVeIoping a poor se]f_image. Fourteen recommendations

‘were made by participants whichlwere“relateduto ﬁndividualized-instruc- A :

tion (Table VIII, p. 141).

9, Conduct research in areas.of needs assessment, employment,

@ateria]s,'and equipment. Seyeral ‘project reports (Spencer, 1977;

Bayne, et a].,-1977) emphasize. the need for obtaining information -
about the: andicapped population on the communIty college campus and
the avaijai?ﬁity of.vocatjonaI programs for the handicapped in com- .'
munity colleges. Participants gave tWere recommendations whicn"sup:'

port this task in the area of research (TabIe VIII p. 141)'

‘ .

10. Prov1de pre-service training and teacher;preparatinn in
/,f}" ] .
colIeggs and un1vers1t1es The barrier, Iack of programs to prepare

post- secondary 1nstnuctors to teach the hand1capped was rated most

severe (78%) (Table V, p. 135). Twelve recommendat1ons support the

need for pre-service training and teacher preparation in colleges

and:yniversities (Table VIII, p. 141). | : - :

11. “Coordinate services with emplogers in business and industry.

i report concerned with the emponment of the handicapped (Roberts~and-

v
°

k- L

R



Brown, 1976) fndicated that employers' attitudes were thé greatest bar-
riers to successful. employment of the handicapped - Ten recommendations -
from this study supported this task (TabTe VIII ]41)

12. Obtain special or adapted equ1pment Prov1d1ng specialized

} .

equipment and adaptive deVices was a part of the proéram in community
colleges in.California which pelps students overcome barriers (Phillips,
et al., 1977). Wiig (1972)

b\‘l
and equipment for teaching learning disabled students.‘ Ten recommenda-

ggested emp10y1ng spec1a] teaching methods

£

© tions supported this task (Table VIII, p. 141). T

13. . Improve communications and coordination of services between

)

vocational technical programs and agenéies. One projett, the Michigan

modeT, encouraged .inter-agency cooperation through an inter-agency
SUpervisorj committee which makes recommendations to both agencies and

vocational programs (M1ch1gan Department of Educat1on, 1977) Ten

o recommendat1ons were made by part1c1pants to support th1s task (Table

VIIT, p. 141).

14. Obtain legislative édﬁpdrt. Legislation for the ‘handicapped

-

in community colﬂege programs resul ted from one of the more extensivey

reports ‘describing the physically disabled gﬁbulation in California

]

. (Spencer, 1977). . Legislative appropriations for the handicapped in

community colleges were not affected by the recent property tax reform

& a ' kN 3

of proposition 13, which caused a decrease in funds available for other

‘educational proqrams (Suilivan 1978) Nine recommendations coVered,a

“

var1ety gf areas supportlhg legislative support’ (Table VIIIL, b. 141)

15. Enlist improved and 1ncreased services from the Texas Rehab111-

:.tapjpp_gpmmj§§10p. _Light recommendat1ons were made by participants to.

LY

{7

Y
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% . BN
improve and increase- services- from the Texds Rehabilitation Commissiop

(Table VIII, 141). The Texas Rehabilitatien Commission now has majﬂr
® \/ K
respon51b111ty for ass1st1ng<the hand1capped 1q commun1ty co]leges 4

(Status Report of General Spectial Programs, Texas Rehab1l1tat10n Com-

TR

, : o v ‘o
mission, FY 1976). - . '?ﬁ .

16. broyide for _incredsed interaction between handdtapped and non-
T e _ =

handicapped students. One-of the needs expressed by a §tudent inASpenfn

. cer's study (1977) was for ". . . morg\soc1a1 actwv?t1es on campus. J@e
: Y .
need to make more friends" (p. 39). The San D1ego COMMUn1ty Co]lege Y

’

. District recommends mainstreaming students whenever poss1b1e Th1s
helps hand1capped students obtain "educational opportun1t1es ava11%p1e
to all students"” (Resdurce Center for the Hand1cappqg 1977, p. 1).

Participants in this study made eight recommendations which indicate *

that th{s task should be cbmpleted (Table VIII, p. 141). S

~

17. Develop a centralized system of resources. There were seven
. % i
recommendatiogs made which resulted in the identification of this thsk

(Table VIII, p. 141). f . P

18. ldentify instructor's regponsibiiities for handicapped stu-
B N r %

dents. The nead for implementation of this-task is based on legislation -
such as P.L. 94-142, which requir‘es‘an individualized: educagiona? plah ,
for students under 21: P.L. 94- 482 wh1ch emphasizes maT‘%tream1ng and

LY » R~ &
Sect1on 504 of the Rehab111tat1on Act of 1973 (P. L%d93 412 . whlgh is
. 1

the bill of rights for hand1capped citizens. 'Six recommenda@aons in-.

dicated concern for individualized instruction 4Table VIIT, p. 141).

)
N\ Y

. 3
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SO 19. Prov1de sEemal mater1als and@urrrculum A study by Lawrence,
¢ ﬁ:" et al., (1“972) supp,orted Six necomendatwns in. h1s study regard1ng
. "special. matema‘ls and curmcu]um (TaBle VIII p 'IZII) Their study
. R
oy - descr1bed how curficdlum can have a 11m1t,ed effecgpn students.

» 20. Deve]op po]1c1es to pcov1demgrams and assistance for the .

- o . o 4

handica’pped.‘ Aﬂthough there werevorﬁy f1ve re]ated recommendatmns,_

Al

o4 S

\ ’

(Tab]e VIII, p 141 )y th1s was’a]so cor1s1dered an 1mportant, task in
. a 4 P
O two separate stud1es 1n IHmov(Fabac, February 1978) and Cahforma
a T & . o , @
(Sm1th 1977) ) . g

'y o
21. Develop adm1n1strﬁve pvlanmnﬂ for thegganmcapped \T?ne

. L 2]
-Calnforma @ommumty CoHege Chaﬂgef?rlor s off1ce had deNeloped opgra-

t1ona1 gu1de11nes for adm1n1strat1ve p]anmn%é forh,the hand1capped
a5

&5
Sm1th 197‘?* “An.1n erest in thé"prob]e wds indicated by the fact
748

5

that 15% of the part1<:‘1pant group wer"ﬁ commumty ctﬁ]eg%admlms’trators

Four® reconmendat1on¥ pertafn to th1s task %Tab]e V}S'II 141) m'

St

. - 22. Expand and develop programs of vocaﬁaonal educatlon A stuay*

~...

in Kentucky (Bayne, et aI f’977) 1nd1cated that, m%ny hand1capped stu-

'dents were in: programs wh1ch had httle appea] and wére“m nsistents%
&H ’

with manpower needs of the area. Four recomendatwns were made ing

&

th1s study to expand and develop programs of vocat1ona1 ‘education - " i

e

(Table v111 po141).  f

23. pg_\_/ejgpfg_a‘re*e‘r;_inj_ormation for the handicapped. Several re-
ports of projetts emphasized the impor;tancé of.b&tter job cdunseling_ ‘
and career in’For_mat\i_"on to the handicapped.(Spencer,»duné I977§ Schneps

and Slater, 1974; COPES, 1977).  Four related recommendations pehtagﬁned "

. L Nib gg CI

O o -
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@to this task (Taﬁle VLI, p.. 141).

cat

24. Art1cu1ate commun1ty college vocat1onal techn1ca1 programs of

€

instruct1on w1th public schoo]s Sect]on 504 of the Rehab111tat10n Act

5 14

of 1973 emphas1zes<recru1t1ng hand1capped students, espec1a11y from the

public schoo] therefore art1culat1on with the pubTic schoo]s 1s indi-"

g
'r

cated. Four recommendat1ons were re]ated to the pdﬁ]1c schools (Table

VITE, p.ot1). L

4

« .. ' . 25, "Solicit assistance from the community. One of the eleven bar-

'

riers (71) rated as very severe or moderately severe referred to Tack "

D

¢ of funds for special expenses (Table v, p. 135). The local community
should be considered a source of such funds. Fqur7reeommehdations

- ,suppzrt th1s task . | 2 V *

.7 2. Teach hand1capped students to éommun1cate4prob]ems and use

. . . N . ;_‘} N /_
avatlable resources One of the’e]evenwbarr1ers rated very severe or.

¢
& : roderately severe by the paFtJCﬂpantS of the study (Table v, p. 135)~
." A -

was the educator S lack of knowledge of\whgt students can do This jack
, .»b
& . results in negat1ve att1€udés toward the ab111t1es of the hand1capped  /

student When the student ,can commun1cate needs and ab111t1es, th1s
N \a

’ barr1er is overcome «Three recommendat1ons made by participants in

PR

€ &

? . . ~ the study sdbport this task (Table VIII, p. 141). -
g o 37, Deve]op a method of accountab1LTtx‘~ A report of a prOJeCt at -l:ﬁ:
¥ ii Tpiton College, ”Sucée%s Orie;ted Sérvite" (Tetzlaff h1976) emphas1zed
‘ . the ;mogrtance of identifying hand1capped students For the purpose of -
. ﬁ . prov:d1ng spec1al services, referrals t0\spec1abestaff and obtaining

% : IO 'lCQ

2
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S

" resources and materiaIs

. programs

P N

VIII, p. 141).

cost effect1veness for performlng the tasks (Appendi

158

. .
LA, %
P Ta . W - , e s
. he v . " ,

The Studgnt. Accountab11aty Model (shM) (Gold,

- \

1977) Qp'Ca11forn1a stressed r ioTIow«Uﬁ rhformat1on accountab111ty pro- ‘

. Jectﬁ}h1ch prov1des,1nfdrmat1on to be used for p]ann1ng and eva]uat1ng

OnIyaoné recommenﬂat on was -made. to support th1s task, how-

n-

|
. ever, an actountab111ty pLan is needed to obtain excess fund1ng (pP.L. -

94-142, ]975)

1

Barbara Sullivan (1978) descr1bed

pr}

the estab11shment of advocacy groups as the first step toward obtaining

ééf Estab]ish advocacy groups.

_ Ieg1sIat1ve°ass1stance for the handicapped- student in commun1ty co]]eges

OnIy one recommendation supported this task (Tab]e VIII p.141 ).

29. D*e-v‘elgpp_rogranlsnr_( students. A statewide study of
post-secondary education for eaf students in Maryland resulted, in a

reconmendat1on for reg1onaI programs spec1f1ca11y for the deaf (Harkjns,

.
«

1978a). . One recommendatlon supported this task in this study (Table

-

R - .
Analysis and Ratings of Tasks by Steering Committee

4

. o

The, twenty n1ne 1dent1f1ed tasks to be 1mp1emented or cons1dered ﬁ

%

. for policy formuIat1on were presented to,the I7 steer1ng comm1tteb mgm- "?

&

< bers “for their anaIys1s of the rat1ngs of/des1rab3h§%§ feas1b111ty,and

committee members hae moved out of the state since the compIet1on of

RoundDIII

members were polled by telephone, and also were requested to return

Sixteen of the seventeen members responded Committee

their response forms by mail. Qne member could not be contacted, nor

";)2{ : - ‘

5, {Two gleerfng'

&
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>
_\ - was his response form received, One of the handicapped students aqd
\§~ij— the‘consultant from the Texas Rehabilitation Commission agreed with the

suggested ratings as they were. Alternate ratings of the tasks were
£b
offered by a]l other members of the committee and some offered sup-

. Pporting comments. ATternate rat1ngs and comments of the steering com-

<

mittee are presented 1n Table 1X.

. As a resu]t of the responses by the steer1ng comm1ttee members,

changes were made in the assigned ratings of eight of the general tasks
to be performed. These are presented in Table X (p. 167 ;.

-After examing the results of the study, the graduate committee

recommended that a post hoc analysis of the 1dent1f1ed tasks as com-

pared to barriers which were rated as moct severe be conducted A

dec1s1on was made to compare the barriers, selected by 66% of the par-
ticipants as being very severe and moderate]y severe w1th the twenty-

e n1n3 tasks identified from the content analysis of the 351 recommenda-

03

tions. This informatfpg‘is presented in Table X1 (p. ]GO,q;=Ihe¢resutt1ng'

information- indicated that fourteen of the tasks (Table XI) were. related
. .- | . N -
to at least one of the barriers selected by at least 66% of the parti®

cipants as being most severe. The relat1onsh1p was established by

"exam1n1ng%ﬁab]e VIII ( .«141) and the re]ated recommendat1ons, then e
ﬁ-
matching the recommendat1ons to the barr1ers

A} o -

- It is recommended that the fourteen tasks pf@sented in Table XIV
(p. 184) and discussed on pages 169—71 be considered as priority tasks
to be implemented. Each 1is related to one or.more barriers considered

’

most severe: : T . »
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_ ‘ LRESPONSES OF STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS TO IDENTIFIED TASKS :
" AND RATINGS NF DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY, AWD COST EFFECTIVENESS : s T
. OF PERFORMING TASKS TO REMOVE BARRIERS PRESENTED IN TABLE VIII ' :

'A

Key to types of Steering Committee Hembers - T T
’ 1 - Handicapped Students 6 - Post-Secondary Teagher Educator BRI A
Secondary Education Personnel 7 - TEA Special Education Consultant : *

~n
)

3 - Community College Vocational 8 - TEA Occupational Education.énd ,
- Oirectors Technology Consultant . T
4 - Community College Vocationa1 9 - College Coordinating Board 'Re}presentative N <
Program Persbnnel ~10 - TRC Representative T ST
5 - Pildt Project Personnel 11 - National Consultant . L Tt Ty
rs . - LN o N
Ratings and . Comments of Participants O
General -Tasks to be Performed Not In Agreement : "o
oy y 5
, Type of Des‘lra-I Feasi-| Cost ] : Cdnments ¥ ¥
. . {Member |bility | bilitylEffecy ~ . . ‘.- Y

_— y ) T ’_‘? " :‘,.)

1. Provide for improved and 2. 2 | 2 2 .Counselors ‘are not“the v
increased counseling ) ” YonTy.ones who can. goun= T
services. b sel. Suggest the <Coun-

- ’\ ‘ . A I Iselor train péople to : 3
' : counse] . ! B :
3 2 |2 'Counsel'lng services are ‘
. e : very' expensive.. P
B i [N oo Lo - %

2. Establish insérvice pro-- 3 . ’ R B T ' gg\'é ‘
grams for the vocational . Y I U PR - l@ '
technical and-academic. { 4 L A S ’ .
cormunity college- per— ) e R - 'ﬁﬁb@g S LR
sonnel. . 4 o 2 S A A S 2 S _

3. Secure funding to provide 3 2 .27 | 2 plot that much need f0r T i
for programs, services, = R A . increased funding. ] ‘ !
facilities and equipment. . & P R hanges are attjtudina‘r

. o © ] o hgreeiwithratings. e
’ * s L1 * . Great need ¥or Funding. -
' ' 4@;‘; : *@?ﬁ o:"»transportation. o
“ > ~ g e
‘ T T ke dedile. fgnds e
. AL T, B ‘1a ble ifigducato’s .-
L | Ll T g peow wnere'%ge

4. Provide resoufce persons. °| 2 Mipw2 | g T PR . ®

' and support services to - CELS ' “w, F v

_.assist instructors and ‘change.» M. lot has o

’ 7 students. AL SRR TSN PR -done“and’ sheu1d be’
' ' . b -, thihued.'i




P S ()

;. . i
° . S # \’:ﬁ’}
- L
+® . Table ix .- Continued . . Lo ’ I
e o Ratings and Comments of Participants
Ge}ner‘al Tasks to be Performed | 9 Not In Agreement .t P

P _"l‘Type"df Desira- Feasi-| Cost . Comments
'«f_k;fh"i ‘~‘:f, . | Member, {111ty | bility|Effect -

gy, . 5L Plén for indindual 3 1w /- No change in ratings.
: students SR . A Plans for "normal” stu- -
- C ' o) . - dents may or may not be .

e oo RN . P IR appropriate f n; handi- - .
I A A JERAEY AT R capped studen S *

-

S Jolta L S _7-:“’;- iy W —":@ No change in ratings. The

. B , ﬂ'j‘,’;}, - }Individual Educational.
. - % o S ”?:; Plan tqpcépt.should be | )
’ N ‘-:;;‘1_ EO O A extended to persons over 7
.'.\ R - » " N o ) -’:; o 1‘1 2] : . . .
CA 6 Provida spec1a1 materié]s ;‘:’f&'«"g g -2 2 oo T g
Lo, : or ’programs. to-akco@mo-, ‘... . = B ¢ oo . o F
o o _da_te’ ghe hand1 capped P R 93, R PN :We -can never get enough -

4. % s .
I S _ oL (special materials. :

Al 3 By

- . '» bosF L Reteap s LT
: : -~;L o AR B P
, 7. Conquct public educ tion 2 L2 o ' Ea ”‘“'-5 P

: . i 3 ES
+ 0  regarding the capabftitiesl. .t . . 4w & i
e L - and,needs af the. hand1cap- ~ - T% " Qlot has been done an&iE‘E A
R o " ped ut111z1ng the news - should .be ceptinued.

' . media. e Y " ichange. L ™

. NS p¥ngs '
- 8. Provide ind1v1dua11zed. 1n- g No charige ¥h rating. Add: “‘*@
struction with planned . ' '

Tra1n staff to implement.
scope and seqdence of cur- 3 ;fg
riculum and open éntry/. o

8X1t PO“US fﬁl" Q(tudents, bo change. Very mugzg;}n ) 5
i .

¢ ", , greement.
R . Due to -fact that voca-
T tional work stations are -
“ A costly, design for one
R individual is too costly.
o . X ‘ e .
., A7 &
R X . o L
RN . 3z Dy
- ' ¥
v"r ‘ - ) , 5
-




" - Continued

General Tasks to be Performed

Ratings and Comments of Participants
Not In Agreement

g T T T T e e —— — - -
| Type of] Desira-| Feasi-| Cost Conments
¢ Member | bility | bility|Effect '
e _— —_— L
9. Conduct rcsearch in areas 1 1 1 [Great necd for assistance
nf needs assessment, em- for employment.
ployment, materials and
equipment. 3 2 ‘iNee:l to place efforts
~ elsewhere.
4 1
' ) 5 1-- 1 [Rate all 1's.
L5 \\1 1
) 6 ., 1 1
’ 7 Ho change.. This has boen
done to some extent.
9. Provide pre-service . 1 1
triiring and teacher pre®”
-pacation 'nocollegesand 2 -1
wniversities, ) 1
. P ]
-3 2
4 2 ?
4 1 ‘
4 2 ~ \
5 1 Rate all 1's.\
s 5., 2 . //
5 1
€ ' 1
¢ 7 ho change in rdiings.
This is essential,
bh. Conrdinato services with 1 ] 1
soployers i bhusiaess , ' .
and andustry. 2 2 - !
’ -3 N an! Jcryiﬁnpnrtint 10 WoTK
. ho« oyt employers. ’
: a4 ] -
) 5 1 ] Lite all i's.
.‘ 5 . ‘
t
s
. X

O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/“
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Table - Contirued

(RSN

IX

«

Geheral Tasks toﬁbe'Perfocméd

>

y 2. Oblain special or adapted
equ ipment .
13. Improve communication and

coordination of seryices.

“between vocational tech-
nical programs and agen-
cies.

.
[alist improved and in-
creasecd Sservidces, Trom Lhe
T.:xa, lehavilitatPon Cum-
mission. '

Provide for increased in--
toraction betueen handi-
canpaed and non-handicapped
scudonts, ,

A

O , .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Obtain legistative suppart.

Type of
Menher

w v e S — 0 U W

N s W

oW

(@)

_Ratings and Comments of Participants

2

Not In Agrecment

Desira-| Feasi-j Cost Coments
bility | bilitylEffecy
x Y
3 »
1 1 Rate -allN1's.»
1 1 o
1 1
1 A
3
]' v
Y 1
I 1
] 1 Rate all 1's.
R 1 1
2 3 3 |There is enough feoyisla-
l  tive supporc--we don't;
need niore.
2
ito chhnde. We have as
' Sk Tegisgatyze support
G MC e Jotng Lo et
1 1
1 1 Services drw{inndcquate‘
1 ] e ‘
1 1 1 [Rate &l 1's.
-2 R 3
§ 1
] ] .
- - ‘ r'd
1 1 Rate all-1's. '
: 1 ] )
24
- j
R]
. a
L A
[ '7'_ »
f -y
’ . . ' '_}\ :,}’g'x
7
9
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Table IX - Continued

- . _/
' . _ Raé1ngs and Comments of Part1c1pants
General Tasks to be Performed . Not In Agreement %
Type of]Desira-|Feasi-| Cost Commants }§@§E
Member [bility [bility|Effect -
—- il -
17. Develop a centratized sys- | -2 2 2
tem of resources. '3 . 3
3 3 3 INeed local resources.
4’ 3 |Alot of equipment would ,
' . . have to be stored and
. - . _[maintained. Too costly.
5 - 3 3. 3 "
7 No change. Could use the
‘ 1 ) Texas Learning Resource
~ Center, but could be
y —\ . Co .~ |augmented.
‘ , ‘ :
13, Identify instructor's C 2« A " 1 . |Student must also assure
: responsibilities for : - | iresponsibility for self.
v . handicapped students. o3 1 1 "1 (This fs the most 1mpor_
h . . R o ' ' : . [tant. tAsk
’ oo 13 InerucLors have respon-
. o e Ceibility for all stu-
' _4 1 dents. Ho change in
! _ rating, .
) 1 i I
X2 4 ] Should be done,
) 5 [ B P 1 [Rate all 1's.
S N T 1 1
J9. Provide special materials 2 B N
" and curriculum : . “ v
. 3 - 4 ISpecial materials not
: . cost effoclive.
5 ' 1 1 Rate all I's.
5 B O
' 6 . ] 1
N -
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‘ Table IX - Continued ( ¢
) X Ratings aad Comwents ot Rarticipants
General Tasks to be Performed Hot In Agrecment
Type of Nesira jleast - |Lost- _Comments
Member [Lility [bitity Effect )
— —— e e e I it et e M S e PP B
20, Cevelop nolicies to pro- 2 1 ] '
vide programs and assis -
— tance for the. handicapped. 3 H;// 1 1
w4 1 1
. : 5 T "y 1T Rate all 1's.
5- 1 T A
L’ . .
7 iNat1ona1 and state poli-
K Fies exist.” fleed local -
. policies. -
.71, Develap administrative 2 [ '
) planning for the handi- . T ’
capped. k 3 [ ] 1" This is very important.
4 Do 1 ) ;
‘ 5 1 ‘!‘i?‘{au:(ﬂl.l's, '
2. Erpand and develop pro-’ 2 . 2 -1 3
groare ot vocattondl edu- ,
cation. 3 ' 3 ot cpst eflective.
. 5 . ! ! 1 ite all 1's,
, 6 | 1 1 o
[ 7 Txpand and develop pro-'
" gros uf ovorational eduy- T
- caticn for the haadicap- o
T ped. : .
°25. Nevelnn cageer informat fon I .1 fﬂunﬁnc‘pptd stuwdents need
for tue nandicupped. . Cdpre carcer informatbion. .
' ’ 2 L Vo '
© ( . , 4 ] T ) "' D
1 "4 1. ‘ '
L 5 1
' 5 1 ‘: o
5 v A3 hot sare dinforpatinon for
! S wandicapped s all that
° ; difterent, . P e
. - _ - ¥
X b ] : . or
3 o
K3 : E
- . \, i ,
- \
_'1‘. N .h \‘ -~
; .
K 1
- }
O i
E .

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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< 3
e .
4
\ ,
N ~ Table IX - Continued . .
e * K KN
Ratings and Comments of Participant
.General Tasks to be Performed "3 nNot’In Rgieerﬁeng clpants
, T Type of |Desira- [Feasi-| Cost Cownen-t\s\ .
; : ' - Member 1bility |bility|Effect . ‘
’ 24. Articulate community col- "l 2 1 1. I R <
lege’“vocational technical |’ o 3
programs of instruction -2 I 1 1’ .
3 ~ i
with publi¢ schools. 3 ) ) /] ‘
3 1 1 +  |This is whére;students _
i ’ 1 |come from. - B .
4 1 1 1 |Should be done. -
5 1 1 1 “[Rafe aTl 1's.
> 25, Solicit assistance from | -2 1 1 1 ;
the community. 3 ) '
4 1 » 1 :
- B Al .
5 o] 1 4 1 Rate all 1's.
) ¥
26. T,each_xhand'icapped students 2 |1 1 éﬁ R )
#Q, conmunicate problems » R A ,
" afid wsE, resources avail- 30 1 3 iDesirable but not cost
5oable, .0 3 : : . leffective.
ey L : . d 3
: ae ' 5 1 1 1 [Rate all 1's.
g . .- & 1
27. Develop -a method of ™ '~ 3 3 [Not cost effective.
’ accountability. = 5 b
; ,28. Develop programs  for .deéaf sl 3 3 3 3 |Deaf students need to be
R students. .- PR o hainstfeamed. Experience
. T = ith 50 to 100 deaf stu-
‘ ' ments a year shows they
. .. -[learn better in regular
: Qo classes. .
, ’ 4 1 1 1 |Deaf need. to be able to
. ; ® . : _ commynicate and cannot do
v i 4 so in a regular class.
nﬁ" ‘ A | a reguiar .
‘gj‘ 5 i 1 1 |Rate all 1's.
: v . 5 ] 1 1
%9, [Establish advocacy groups. 2 1 . o ,
_ 5 I 1 |Raté all 1's: .
l L Sy 5 1 .
) e »
[ 4
O ‘ . . . J "L_v‘? — Lt ' R N
ERIC . ‘ , . T :

: ) ’ Sl
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o TABLE X _ -
v ) ,, ‘ ) . - 5} i - N . ,
e T CHANGES MADF IN .’}AT'INGS OF GENERAL TASKS-TO S5E PCRFORMED
: ' AS A RESULT OF ANALYSIS OF STLERING €OMMITTEE RATINGS
PRESENTED IN TASLE IX
' Lok Former Ratings Revised Ratings
.2 Cenerail Tasks to te Performed LR D RN B I e BN
N ' _ Desira- Feasi-i Cost Desira-| Feasi-i Cost’
) bility [bilityjEffect bility | Eility|Effect
10, Provide pre-service training | | 2, ] 3 0 1
and teacher preparation_in I ] '
colleges and universities. Lo [P
, Cuo:"dinatc'serviccs with em- 1 2 2. - 1 2 1 .
. ’ pleyers in business and in- : v
N dustry.
5. Improve cotmunications and i 2 2 i 1 :
) . cosrdinion of services he- ) e ]
n , tupen vocational technical Co
L ' prograns and agencics, b ) "
r_A “ . . . o .
. w16, Provide for dncreascd inter- ] 2 2 , i z
o @ wtion wtween mandicapped 4 ' |
: . . g aml nen-handicapped students. 2
. e ’ 4 :
> . . .
. g7 Nevelop a centralized.sys- i 1 Lo ey ] 2
.. tewt of resources.
a ) ,; ‘ . » ' .
e, 20, Bevelop policies to vrovide 1 2 2 } 1 2
. Y9 nPavras and assistance for .
LN %the hendicapped. i : ‘
B . J s
. e . . . . ) .
§_ 27, alylop career information . 2 . 1 l‘ i ¥
e W . for the nandicapped. . - ) _
. : .v.v v » al w . .' -
. 24,0 Artichare community collage | 2 2 .2 I 1 i
« *vocalional technival pro- '
" o grams 0t instructicn with }
Lo s pblicrscaonls, : » U I
" . v . . . 2 ) )
3 . oy L. DU I _ _
. o .
& boa - ! : (:\ 7 ‘
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§§t€§1jsp inservice programs for the vocational technical and aca-
. ‘ : , N Sl

Ce% *demic cqmmynily»gollege persohnel. This task had forty-two ré¢ommenda-
EN ‘ ! T F

tion; for removal of barrijers which supported this identification. IMN  °

N . . . “

S agdition ift&w‘qs related to the greatest number‘ barriers considered

mos&severe by at least 66% of the participants (30, 34, 24, 31, 27, 15,

< 85,32, 1%& - B .

.o

@§?:"ﬁm,, Provide gag:§ery1ce training and teacher preparation in colleges
i " and u'ni'ver‘sities' @ivebarriers (30, 28, 15, 87, 82) considered most "
P, 4 :
., h ]
severe yere directly related to th1s task. These barriers were identi-
\ R

¥, fied thnough an ana}ys1s of the twelve reﬂated recommendat1ons

Secure fund1ng to provide forgprograms, services, fac111t1es, and

©

equ1pment Three barriers (71, 67, 134) considered most severe amd

3

tweﬁty—six recpnmwndat1ons'for‘removal of barriers support this tqﬁk.

@ Provide for improved and 1ncreased gounse11ngsserv1ces This task

\

had the 1arge$t nquer of support1ng recommendat1ons forﬁremoval of

barr1ers (48), and ﬁ?lated to two (85 88) of the eighteen barriers con-

$idered most severe. - ) "

Develop policies'to provide programs and'assistanée for the handi-

ccapped. Two (30, 12) of ‘the barriers rated: ‘most severe and Five of the
i@

o é%; recommendat1ons.for removal of barriers” supported the 1gent1f1£at1on of ¢
. J A thls task o : ‘ ’ A ‘ R
N

Prodee resource persons and sqpport serv1ces _to assist’ 1nstructors

™

"apdNEtggents. Twenty four recommendat1ons for remova1 of barr1ers re-
- sulted in the ideptification.of(this task, which is @Jso reTated to one |

(31)'Bf‘the barriers Cohsjdered‘most'serere. ) e \

L a . L]

A
I3
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Conduct public educat1on regard1ng the capab111t1es and :keds of

the handlcapped ut111z1ngﬁthe news media. This was d1rect1y reiated to

one (132) of the barr1ers cons1dered most severe by at 1east 66% of the

part1c1pants and also was re}ated to fourteen of the recommendat1ons for

;.zi
nRed

removal of barr1ers

W ‘
_Conduct research in abeas of need assessment, employment, materials
¥ . . v .
. . and equ1pment Twelve recomhendations for removal of barriers and one

?

9barr1e\\X82 cons1dered most severe supported th1s task

¥

Coord1nate services with employers in bu51ness and 1ndustrx.. One =
barrier (132) considered most severe and ten recommendations for removal “

of barr1ers related to this task.

Improvefcommun1cat1on and coord1nat1on of serv1ces between voca-
" o

’ tional technical programs and agencies. 'One barr1er‘(88)|cons1dered,;

most"severe'by at least 66% of the participants and ten recommendations ‘
. ’ N v

for removal of barriers re]ated to this task.

Obtain legislative support - Nine recommendatiohs for removal of

. )
barr1ers and, one barrier (34) cons1dered most severe re]ated to this -

e B

task in obtaining Teg1s1ative support to add counSe]ors and staff

L -~

Provide for increased ljaéractlon between hand1capped and non- hand1-

.capped students.- One of theg:

arriers rated most seyere (23) and eight

“recommendations for remova]’,&fbarriers related directly to this task.

B Deve]op a centralgzed system/of resources Seven recommendations -

for the' removal. of, barr1er;n an@one barr1er (67) cons1dered most severe

)

1ed to the 1dent1f1cat1on gf th1s task. i . .ﬁa

e

" - “Develop careeru1nform£%Hon For the handlcapped ‘This task related

\l
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to at least one of the barriers considered most severe (87) and four of

. ; the recommendations for removal of barriers. - S T ,$ a
* : SR B
| Summary .
great amount of information is cdllected in a po]icy'foéus Pe]phf
‘b h

™
“

study, and al] the information is considered of interest and pentinégt

to final boJicy'iﬁformation. }he information was sumﬁérized in the ‘qr

eighé_tables presented'fn ‘this: chapter. The criteria“fo? g&ccessfﬂ]k ‘ ) y
comp]etjon of.vocatjonal technical programs were 1¥stédehith thé%numberél B s
. of participantg sefectihg the criterion. All of-theebarrd%}s, recommgn— & ?:
dations for~removing the barriers, ratihés of b;lﬁdthe sey%&ity:;f tmg
" . barrier and of the feas1b111ty of reconmwnﬂatloﬁs fom removing thg bar- _f\ﬁ
‘r1ers and comments regard1nq barriers were presgntea in a sﬁmmar%jtab$e\‘ ;
Two tables presented d1splays of part1c1p§nts arat1:25 (0} theisleven Qar-
4

&

riers\r@ted most seVer by employment roles and hand1capp1ng cond1t1ons
f\crositabﬂlatYéh of Her1ers rated mq;t sevére by 66% qf thﬁ part1c1—
// pants and tasks identified for removal of bgrrie?s Wa§ presented:

A comparative analysis 6f.ratings of feas;bility of imblemeﬁtiﬁg récdi-

)

“mendations made by participani@ with. ratings made by consumers (handi-

H

capped students)-nesﬁlted in'thé identificatibn of only five recdmmenda-:

\

t1ons “in which the two populations differed at the 0.01 level of* sTgn1-

W

f1cance. Rat1ngs of twenty-nine identified taskg which oould be con-

' a’

sidered for 1mp1ementat1on or for policy formulation were-presented to.

participants and resulting differences ofiopinion and altered ratings

of tasks wefé presented in three separatg tables. - . .
» < : '
. \ ,
c-‘ ‘
" . ’
~ L4
f b, Iy




"CHAPTER V. -, - o

) , ' N : , 5, . . .

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

] v ’ h . A} .

This’ chapter ronta1ns a brief sunmar\y which 1nc]udes the purpo@e of L
the study, an overview of the research des1gn, ‘and data anal .
dures The results, of the data are presented, including.the ideM .

tion of twenty-nine tasks wh1ch shou]d be cons1de,\red for pohcy ‘; : /

tfon and 1mp1ementat1on Conc]us1ons and recommendat1ons based omg_

S 14
X ‘.h‘ ;
genera] outcomes of the studx are presented as a fma] summation o_';} _
: T 6« . P e :
Chapter . ) e\‘ - .t v"‘}:«.. : A ".' . ‘A
. . - Wd ", ‘ °
{ c - Summary RS
. . - o«

r

The purpose of the study; the procedures fo%]oweg;, agd the r?ethods - %.,.

ut1hzed in ana]yz1ng the data are summar;zed m the fo@loigug paragraphs,,

. i -3 .y Y ‘s.( : "L. o . ‘ |
. B . ' T ARy kg e Toe
. Purpose . . K N 7,"’.5_ e S
. ) N ,f e o .S ""';..:J' . N <y
- \ v 3, . *Q
The purposes of this study were to ld' ; ]f the ba&mers wmch pro- T
hibited hand1capped students from entermg qé-comp]etmg vocat1ona] tech— : ’62@
n1ca] programs in community co]]eges in Texas, to 1dent1fy t e MNB!], @ -
o v Lot
tasks necessary to overcome these barriers, dnd, based on the data co1-' o !
ko ’ - e‘ .“‘
lected~and analyzed, to make recommendat1ons regard1ng the rem0va] of ‘ 'é;‘:
' ) * ° g . ! - ! . | . » .. ‘
‘f_'" » Vthese barriers. L o - . o % G m;‘ﬂj
.K‘. - . i K . ; ! e . . ¥, . » . . :’, .‘ .Q o v
" ~procedures v T v /,\3 ) B
Lo 'iv . oo ® . R 2,( o7 . . ’-/ -
The principal reseaxch techniq\é was a-policy- foqus Delphi study. ' :
8 . * « . - . i .
,& ) : s . ) ’ \ . )
. . ) . .\\\ . i . . - .» .
Y X LR A . ? ~ :
D 5 on



A\ - 4

\

R

e, T
i M

oo

B

2 persons engaged 1n’transportatlon of the hand1capped a member of the -"f s v

: cq]]ege coordinat1n§ board a c11n1ca1 psycho]og1st a research psyche]‘—":

3

. d1nat;or t N o oo &
S ¢ ?ﬁ T T SR "

liwh1ch 1nd1cated that research and prOJects were probab]y responding to

L¥:

]74, | . ;.::. '._ o }I".' ; | t ! .‘. -

'of education %hmthe~Un1ted States and its terr1tor1es, e]even reseaqg’ 1&

- .
[y . .

¥ B - B ; .

% .,

in wh}ch 1nformed Judgmehts were so]1c1ted from exper1enced spec1a11sts o

or experts"' In1t1a1 part1cgpants 1nc1uded members of a steer1ng com-" _
: \ “ W+ 0'.* ‘T L

m1ttee who a]so provﬁded 1nput at var1ous dec1s1on po1nts 1n the study ' .!4»
l)

The steer1ng comm1ttee nom1nated f1fty three add1t1ona1 spec1a11st9 jw - '
each assoc1ated in’ spme‘m:nner w1th communwty co]]eges in Texas These?‘§$; i .
Part1c1pant551nC1yded hand1c§ppéd student&r teachers and 1nstructors 9;7 »
teacher tra1n;rs, adm{h1s%§ators in agencies wh1ch serve the handwcapped laiv‘ﬁ.é
counselogf, adm1n1§traths 1n communrty cb]]eges, agency consu]tants, ;135 .

gxst “a publig schob]_adm1n1strator ‘fi a vocat1ona1 adJusgment coor-

[y

However as a result of contact1ng each state department ﬁs

reports and e]ev g reports of re1ated prOJects were rece1ved and re- °

e /o ‘a ' Qo
v1ewed for the study *Most reports.were as recent. as 1977 or 1978, 1}., ,

recent ]eg1s1at1on for the hand1capped

¥ i ¢

The ﬁBund One quest1onnafre request1ng 1dent1f1cat1on of barr1ers

B i& was mailed to the part1c1pants In add1t1on, seven cr1ter1a which had

been‘1dent1f1ed,by the steer1ng conflittee as the criteria for, success—

fully completinngocat1onal techn1cal programs by hand1capped students ¢

in commun1ty colJeges were presented to the” part1c1pants for the1r selec—'

»

" tion. A]so included was a request for 1dent1fy1ng 1nt§rmat1on rquxd1ng

emp]oyment Kole hand1capp1ng cond1t1on if any , and !hg parth1pant S

. ) & v . ,
: ° ' ‘ . ;”’ N {5 .
£ . _]\%_; _ \



'.elat1onsh1p§tq handﬁcapped students -Participants

g
} wer Vhen combined and condensed 1nto 198 -

'R%und Two '-‘ ‘

]

o )‘3-

b§&:1ers to be presentedf

In thq Round Twp,qﬁ%stl éna1re the part1c1pants were requested to

‘3\ ; hate ths,seVéT:ty eﬁ E:e Farrgers on a scale of one through four, and
o \“5' make recamnendat?ons for‘n¢m0v1ng the barriers rated very severe and
3;;j4:;?“ufmoderatelydseve:eiq ¥ .ytsﬁ‘f ' v
‘:éﬁgﬁébd f The rg}at:ve‘giéquency (percent) of how the part1c1pants rated the
‘;é?;;gv‘ bavrxers ;;d thg§§§dn stores were presented to the part1c1pants in Round
~qg@' J Jﬁree Theyrhe;e éske ito exam1ne the frequency rat1ngs of gﬁ‘/barrﬁers,
ffmark a'é&%g%hlscore p ’. thought was too.high or too low, and explain

”'agreed w;gh’the score.

-'-‘_ bt -

, i@j Barr1ers and retommendat1ons for remov1ng those barriers weré ana-
’ o }yze,cP ddrmg‘,the second part of' the study Each part1c1pant was asked

to ra@ﬁ?the feasib1l1ty of 1mp]ement1ng the recommendat1ons on a scale

-

.\

"”-Ei* ofﬂone threugh f1ve Due to the magn1tude of information, the ques-
.»‘ t1onnaire was d1v1ded w1th each part cons1st1ng of approx1mate1y one

bhia? of fhe quest1ons One sect1on of the questionnaire was then ran-

doh]yed1str1buted to each of the part1c1pants in the study at a work-

oy ‘ s
B B The

ﬁl shop, or (for. part1c1pants not attending the workshop) by mail.
‘wg f»quest1onna1re was also dwstr1bu&ed to consumers (handicapped vocational
: “‘f,.:: technica] students in community col]eges) selectéd by Texas Rehab1]1ta-

Y
tion Codnselors. Through w11ks Lambda Test of S1gn1f1cance the part1-

, €ipanfs' answers were cpmpared to the students answers. ) ©C e
Through further synthes1s of the recommendat1ons twenty nine tasks

:were identified w@zchmn1ght result. 1n po]ncy foipat1on or m1ght&be

- . N ‘ . - (_,/
o . .
3 o .
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impfemented by community to]]eges,-agéhcies; or advocates for the handi#‘g
_chpped Ratings of desirabi]ity, feasibility and'cdst‘effectiveness of - |
1mplement1ng the tasks were ass1gned and presented to the steer1ng com-
" .mittee for the1r analyses As a result of the steéring comm1ttee s al-

~

tered ratings and comments, eight tasks were asslgned revised’ ratings.

Data Apalysis

Al of;the data collected from the thrge_rounds of the Delphi studx,
intluding the barriers and recommendations fer remoG}ng'those barriers,k
the rated severity of the barriers, the rated feasibility of.iﬁplementing‘
recommendatiqns, end.comments regarqing the'ratings were tonsidered

L findfngs of the study. The steering.committee established seven cFi- 5
kazteria, any one ﬂ} which’might'constitute'successful.completionaof a vo-
cational technical‘program;b} a handicapped student_in—a commgﬂﬁty col}

lege. Participants then selected and rated the seven criterig, whi&h 2
‘(resulted in most part{cipants selecting more than one. "3“ ﬁbi *
| Eleven barriers rated most severe by 66 participantgﬁwere enaly' d é?
accord1ng :to the“part1c1pant s employment ?51e Part1c1pants 1n allgi' N
g

{
: dents and the’ persons endaged in transport1ng the hand1capped

(/E} - “.fpos1;1pns fourid the barr1ers to” be more severe than phe hand1capped ?%udyﬁpj .
#0

From an analysls.of the part1c1pants hahd1capp1ng conditions (or:

hangicapped part1c1pants cons1dered only oneﬁgarrser to be severe: R




severa]gconciusions-can be drawnlfrom the study. , B

. ey

f.' -

l 91:‘ 5 -
NN

when the participants responses concerning the f8651b1]1ty of im-

)
-~

piémEnting re;ﬁﬁmendations to remove barriers were compared to the handi-
capped students. responses in a11 but five of 351 recommendations there
were no S]kplflcant differences between the groups ’ Four of the five
differences were Yound in the section, "Barriérs Within the Handicapped
Person Their Famili:s and Other Advocates“ The students believed'the
recommendations were more feasible than ‘the part1c1pants

N Twentyﬁpine identified tasks which might be imp1emented by community
colleges, agencies or advocates for the handicapped, or be used for
policy formulation are presented in- the Conc1usions section which fol-
Tows. The 29 tasks resulted from a content ana]ysis'and distillation of
351 recommendations which hadlevoived from the 198 identified barriers.'
éighteen barriers were identified by a majority.(66%) of the partic1pants

1

as being most severe. F0urteen of the twenty nine tasks corre]ate with

" these barriers,

[ 4

, 2 X N “.‘.' . VA
s Conclusigns . - o

°Sinc"e‘oi’-the findings obtt‘ained from the 'po'iicy focus Delphi

Rounds were~considered results of the study, it is“difficuit to present
< Ry o

a detailed summary of the conciusions However, in addition to the iden- r~

ot
tification of the most severe barriers which impede successfu] gompletion

r

of vocationa1 technical programs at the post- secondary 1eve1 by handi-
4

capped ind1v1dua15, and- recommended tasks to remove these barr?ers

J

w3

&

.+ 1. Seven criteria(regarding the successful comp]etion_ot_yof{;
N cational technica] programs by the handicapped were identi-

fied by the steering committee and rated by participants.

-

N IC
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‘ Each criterion, considered separ'ately,._was believed to
‘ indicate successful-completion of a prdgram. The criterion
’;selected by 48 of the 72 participants‘as the most indica-
tive of successful completioh'of:vocatiﬁha] technical pro-
grams was “acquisition of sufficient job skills to become
successfu]]y‘employed.;‘ - " T .
* 2. Based on the data collected, "experts" who had knowledge
of handicapped stuﬂentsfin past-secondary programs indi-
. o - cated that there were numerous barriers which the hanéti
capped encounter and that these barrierz are both broad
i ' '?:a‘nd specific in nature. ' . | , | e @

: ' . L 4
3: ‘After analyzing responses of participants by employment,

<3

. it was. fsund that handicapped students afd the éartici-
pants engaged in the transportat{on of the handicapped

[

'considered the barriers to be .less severe than did the
. ‘other participants of the study, and the orthoped1ca]1y

hand1capped did not f1nd the barr1ers as severe as other’

part1c1pants w1th other d1sab111t1es or w1th no disabi--
— .

~N

11t1es 1dent1f1ed

, 4. In ohTy five'ihstances partiéipants and cbnsumers rated |,
| . ’
R the feasibility of 1mp}ement1ng reconmendat1ons to re-
Ll ' mgvehbarr1ers d1fferently, therefore the popu{at1ons
S , - _ ‘ . - (s
wereﬁcons1dered congruent.. - A :

o

N 3. Based on the. results of the 11terature rev1ew and the

( . f1nd1ngs of the study, twenty n1ne tasks were 1dent1:;ed
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entering and comp]eting'vocational'technical programs
in, the community.colleges in Texas. A]thoughosome ot
o these tasks are'currently beihg implemented, and poli-
cies have been formuldted in some areas, the results of -
thelstudy inditated that there is need to continue to
\\ improve and increase whatever, efforts.extét. The iden-
. tified tasks are consideredganﬁjor yie]d of the studyax
~and are presented in Table XII with a sdggested rattng'a
of desirabd]ity, feasibility; and cost effectiveness %or‘ '
each. task. The tasksfare in rank order according to the
number of recommendations which ﬁere'identified'as those
% f,:. ; support1ng the task thrteen of'these 29 taoke‘are~to
j “ T be cons1dered as pr1or1ty tasks and ‘are thus’ recommenda—
o7 tiomg. co e L
’ o 'Recommencli_ations . _ ¢

Rgcoﬁpendations for this study have eyo]ved from the data collected

A

-(- through the Delph{ study. These recommendations are also supported by
other research wh1ch was c1ted in the review of 11terature sect1on of .
th1s report, Add1t1ona] tasks wereg;ecommendev for research ‘and develop- ~

ment beyond those 1dent1f1ed by part1c1pants

Priority—fasks to Be Img]emented ; <.

, A b
b e N . N ! ! b ' . r L
CTe An analysis of-the identjfied tasks compared to barriers which were
- ( 'y .
rated as most severe was conducted. Fourteen of the twenty n1ne tasks <
' were found to e related to the e1ghteen barr1ers wh1ch were rated by at
O .’..
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\

- oF PERFORMING TASKS T0 REK)VE BARRIERS

; . »
- \ L7
- o .
- < ' .
v = <
. B} R - .
; l R _é‘ .
) . .
¥ .
. . J v
“ e N
“TABLE XII ‘ , .
. .

" FINAL RATINGS OF DESIRABILITY, FEASIBILITY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS . 0.

Kéy to ratings: ] o . .
Desirability: - Feasibility: Cost Effectiveness:
1 - very desirable . 1 -.definitely feasible 1 - very cost effective
2 - desirable L 2 - possdbly feasible 2 - possibly cost éffective
3 - undesirable 3 - possibly unfeasible 3 - possibly not cost: effectwe
4 - yery undesirable 4 - definitely unfeasible 4 - definitely not cost .
‘ : ' ¢ ’ > \ effective
) : * | Mumber of -{Rating of Rating of |Rating of Cost
* General Tasks to be Pgrformed W Recomendationsd)esirabilit’-Feasibility Effectiveness for
: " ‘,Related to Task|to Perform {to Perform . Performing Task
.. Task Task . - '
- - 7 b —_— —t - - L ———— T —
1. Provide for improved and increased '48.?‘ 1 1 ’ [ y
counseling services. . -
2. Establish inservice programs for 42 S 1 o 1 1 :
. the vocational technical and aca-- ,
demic’ comfunity €ollege personnel. . .
.. ’ . . P . L
3, Secure funding to provide for pro- 6 o .10 1 2 1
grams, services, facilities and . : v / .
*  equipment. - . ‘ Y
4. Provide resource persons and sup- 24 T 1 };" i
port.services to assist instructors . s *
and stugents .
: X . . ; o -\\ . ! '
5. Plan’for individual students. “‘24 7 1 d - 1
. . . . - "t - | . " 3
6. Provide special materials or pro- - . 1 | 2
grams to accommodate handicapped: S { ) 4 . . )
7. Conduct public education regarmng e - o T Ao v,
the needs of the handvtc‘apped uti- =3 . . >
lizing the news.media. . ~_ ) "ﬂ . .
de.i atied i N I 1
8. $v1de .indivtdualvzed instruct®bdn L1 e e b )
th planned scope and sequence ‘of 51 el LR N ,
curriculum and open entry/exit \ (3 B -~ -
Doints for students'. ¢! r o L g fok
“ L ¥ o - o
9. .Conduct research Tn dreas of needs a0 12 17 ' 2 2
assessment, emplaynp , pterialsi, & | : é’
and equlpment 4 o 5 \ I
B . o . v .
10. Provide pregservice. traming and. 1- 12 | 1 1 .
teacher pr%atmn in coneges . . b ' _b;
and universit es N . 2 [ , .
.t T % . ' y | . ’ ;: .
1. Coordinate services with employers> i0 yo 1 2 1 .
in business and industry. ] . )
12.. Obtain special or adapted equipment. 10 ! 1 i
: SR o
TR S , 2
PP L; ; S S o
- , % : ; \‘ 1
VS : e ,
n s o " JQ_'):
T o' ° ) .
o “ f ' 9
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: '
Yable Xll -‘Continued A ' ’
7 ) - ' Numt;er of
. a General Tasks to be Performed Rec¢ommendations
’ o : Related to Task
e T i — _.___|r_ PO UL 4
) 13.  Improvet.communication and coordina- 10
tion of services between vocational.
s technical programs and agencies. : P
14.. Obtain lpgislative support. N 9
15. Enlist improved and increased ser- .8
vices from the Texas Réhabﬂitation
" Comission
16. Provide for increased interaction . 8
. between handicapped and non-nandi- )
capped students. .
, 17. Develop a centralized sy;tem of o
4 ’o. resourceés. . . .
. 18. ldentify instructors' responsibili- 6.
ties for hahdicapped students T :
;ﬂr 19.  Provide special materitls Anq curri- 4 "6 ’
- culum. . , te (
) . : . . :
20. Develop policies to provide programs 5
, and assistance for the handicapped. : ;
. " 21. DPevelop cdmlnistrative planning for -4
the handicapped. . h
' 22. Expand and deve1op programs of ygca- g
~ tional education :
‘ 23. DeveIOp career, lnformahon for the ) )
H hand‘capped A to . :
. & ! . ;
24, Articulate community college Noca- . 4 |
, . . Uov\al technical programs of instruc- f 2 3
? 3 “tionl with pubHc schools. Lo
o ’ ~ .
° . 028! Sohclt ass‘llstan;e frdqn the communityls) 4.
‘ 26. - Teath handicapped stwdents to cop- | T3 '
minicate problems and use- resources
- . aval]able R
:."' 3 N A3
S Develop a method of accountability. . o
‘. . . . ' " A .
° 28. Develop programs for deaf students. 1
LSl . e X . .
’ . "29. Establish advocacy groups. . |
+ X -
N . .2
&’ ' 4o J
Q .
EMC' . ‘ . - Tt ' . Iy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Rating of AR g-ing of quingvof ngt
Desirability|Fed¥sSibility Effectiveness for
to Perform |to Perform | Performing Task .
Task Task . N
1 2 1,
o SN
5 N
1 1 1 I
1 2 2,
:Q' N
l‘.
. 1. i 2
. . w -
1 q ! 2
. o . 4.-
z 2 T2
1 2 2 :
.
SRS 1 ?
. 2 2
M I N 2
4 T
- Al
1 Vo8 T
.o 1 S E
*
L. 2, I ~
2 X 1.7
|- N ! * .
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%

.1east 66% of the_participants as being very: severe or moderately severe.

The eighteen barriers considered most severe are presented in Table XIII.

A

‘The fourteen fasks which relate to these barriers are presented in Table

XIV, page 184. " It ié recommended that theK(SE;:en tasks presented be

. o .
€onsidered as priority tasks to be implemented

ince each is related to

one or more barriers considered most sen@re.

$

Additional Tasks

Based upon the involvement infthis study, additional tasks beyond

those identified by participants.of the study are recommended -for ‘addi-

tional research and development:

.

< .

Conduct a needs assessment to determine the'numbers'of
handicapped persons in the state who might benefit from -

community college vocational techmical education.

»

- Continue with\ftatewide and regional meetings to assist

handicapped students in successfully entering and com-
pleting vocatﬁppa]ﬂtechnica] programs.of’inst?ucfion
similar to the workshop conducted in May, 1978.°
Implement a plan whereby agencies resﬂonsib]e for the
handicapped such as the Texas Educafion Agency, and
the Texas Rehabilitation Commiséfon could coordinéte

efforts and resources.

] o

-
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. " . Tahle X111
. BARRIERS RATED MOST -SEVERL BY
. 66 OR MORE Of RESPONDENTS
. ) X
Barrier 3 :
- Nunmiber ’ Bars ey
. s . . .
30 Lack of programs to prepdre post-secondary instructors to teach
. . the handicapped .o
23 - Lack of)or1entat1on to receptive expressive language deficiencies
and the need for specialized language jnstruction.
34 Lack of counseling and teaching skills needed to ‘accommodate the
hand1capped student s uniqueness. .
24 Lack of genera? know]edge of the handicapped and handicapping
: conflitions.
7  Lack of funds to provide for spefial expenses such as special
_equipment. .
o ' 31 . Instructors inadequately trained in techniques$ to assist the
) handicapped student to adapt standard procedures to meet his
requirements. ' .
27 ' Inadequate staff preparation and orientation toward working with
handicapped students in the area of various learning modalities.
15 Lack of knowledge of what students can . do resulting in negative
. . attitudes toward the limitations of the handicapped student.
85 - Lack of realistic counseling and goal sotting.
87 Inadequate prevocational exploration background 1nf0rmat10n and
s exposure to the world of work.
BT : 67 - Lack of adaptable equipment that wili facilitate teaching the
; - handicapped. . -
' K . ' 132 ployers are unwilling to accept handicapped persons in their
T B . employ due to lack of sufficient information regarding handi -
. . o ) capping conditions. -
.. * ) %§3. e -1nadequafe orientation of non- hand1capped students as to “how they
: B may better understand and assist handicapped students.
! 134 Bu1ld1ngs are inaccessible because they are not barrier free
R (housing for students). -
3 R
‘32 Lack of knowledge of and sensitivity to handicapping conditiéns ,
' in planning, implementing, and evaluatlng instruction and voca-
tional learner outcomes. )
88 Lack of adequate evaluation and diagnosis before maklng career
: - decisions. . . .
L1207 Lack of skilled interpreters for the deaf in all classes including
v vocational technical classes. .
o ) -
82 An unwillingness on the part of the academic community at the
E Administrative and Board level to aggressively research the needs
. of the handicapped in their district--low budget priority.
;
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ERIC o _‘ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

Percent” of
Participants
Selvttlnq
Barrier

78.0%
73.3%
. 72294

72.83

71.9%

.7 N

7.7,

71.2"

69.0. e

684"
684"

67.9%"

67.8%
66.7%

C 6615
66.1¢
660

66.0.
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Table XIv '
4
v " PRIORITY TASKS TO BE IMPLEMENTED
- ) , _ : ey
.. Task T L ' . Related
Number N © Task " o Barriers
: - - . - L
2 Establ'sh inservice programs for the vocational - 30, 34, 24,
qd . ) technical and academ1c cpmmun1ty Qpllege per- . 31, 27, 15,
sonne}|. 85, 32, 12
10 Prov1de pre- §arv1ce tra1n1ng and teacher prepara— 30, 28, 15,
t1on'yg colleges and ufriversities. " // 87, 82°
3. _;Secure funding to provide for ‘programs, services, 711, 67,7134
. ,i“*”fac111t1es and equ1pment A
i (1_ ‘ -Prov1de for 1mproved and increased counse11ng ser- 48, 8%, 88
) viges. :
20 '[Deve1op policies to provide programs and ass1stance 30, 12
- fon the handicapped. .
N 4 Prov1de resourcé persons and support‘serv1ces to 31
assist instructors and students.
- ’ 7 Conduct public education regarding the capabilities 132
and needs of the hand1capped ut111z1ng the news ‘
.media. ! ;
9 Conduct.research in areas of need assessment, em— 82
: p]oyhent materials and equipment.
11 Coord1nate services w1th employers in business and 132
) industry. :
13 ‘Improve communication and coordination of services 88
- between vocational technical programs and agencies.
14 Obtain legislative supportY, . 34
16 . Prov1de for increased- interaction between hand1- 23
capped students.
17 LDeveiop a centralized system of resources. 67

23 Develop career information for the handicapped. 87
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S, ' TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY
- COLLEGE OF EDUCATION '

-

COLLIGE STATION

A4

C ENT¥ER FOR (ARBFR ~
DEVELOPMENT A
. OCCUPATIONAL PREPARATION

March 1, 1978

TEXAS 77843

"EXAMPLE,
Merle R. Bolton . )
Commissioner of Educatioh -
Kansas State Department of Education —
‘120 East 10th Street
Topeka, Kansas 66612 -

Dear Sir:

The Texas Education Agency and Texas A&M University are conductihg a
study to develop techniques and procedures to enable the handicapped
student to succeed in community college vocational education programs
in Texas. The primary objective of the study is tp improve the
, © quality of vocational techmical education for the nandicapped student
' in the community college. in Texas by establishing the criteria for
the successful completion of the vocational technical prograh and
by identifying barriers which inhibit enrollment and/or completion
of such programs. .
Although we plan to conduct an ERIC search for similar research, we
would like to obtain any information reQardin research studies
. which have been conducted in your state. If possible, could you
mail us the research report, or- an address of where the report might.
be obtained? Since this is the first-study of this nature to be
conducted in Texas we are.very much in need of information regarding
similar studies conducted in other states. .In exchange, we -would
be glad to sénd you a copy of our completed study upon request. If

such research has not been conducted in your state, we would like to , ,

have this .information* too. .

Thank you very much'for any help you might give us.-

. Sinceré]y‘ ” ~ |
) . '} J) - .
N = |
‘ //</'\Z'(f(l' < ‘//é 2 /(_(/7 /'L\;/ . —\
/ijan Jerniggn oL . '
v i i i ¥ t 4
. Principal Investigatory |
T 3/sp c
-~
'
. N~
N
F / '

¢

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX B: STEERING COMMJT?EE SELECTION AND MEETING .
) e ]};7 Steering Committee Selection ) ]

L . Letter to Steering Committee

‘ . - A Study to Develop Techn:ques and Procedures -

N _ to Enable the Handicapped Student to Succeed.
. ' in Community Co]]ege Vocat#onal Education "
Programs
Abstract _ .- - ; ‘ : -

. e A
Responses Regarding Criteria for Successful
. : Comp]etion of Vocational: Programs
= Barriers'Identified by Steering Committee -

~ g o N

’M1nutes of Meeting . N

/_)-
LS

3

ST e = — g —

For discussion of the information in Appendix B see pagés 65 and 68.
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Types of
Persons Eelected for

s g e e

Relationship to Vocational
Programs for Handicapped

Steering Committee
andicapped students
from the vocational
technical programs

Secondary Education
Personnel

Community College
Vocational Director(s)
or Deans

A e -

Community College Students

Users of services of voca-
tional programs at the
community college

Largest feeder system
which refers students
to community college
vocational programs

\

Persons responsible for
the administration of
programs at the local
level

\-)‘\.4
d .

) STEERING COMMITTEE SELECTION

L]

L]

Members

Freddie Nyland (Student)
Austin Community College
Austin, Texas

Larry Smith (Student)
San Antonio College
San Antonio, Texas

Bettye Lacy, Assistant
Superintendent

Fort Sam Houston [.S.D.
San Antonio, Texas

Rue Tillery, Vocational
Adjustment Coordinator
Fort Sam Houston 1.5.D.
San Antonio, Texas v
Jamieson H. B. Newell
Director, Occupational
Education and Technology
San Antonio College

~'San Antonio, Texas

ﬁward Duhon, Assistant

an, Occupational Educa-

ee College

{tion and Technology
L

Baytown, Texas

-

T Steeri ng Conmittee

" Source of Recommendation

Dav}& Burks, Counselor
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
Austin, Texas

Lynn Hill, Project Director
for the Handicapped

San Antonio Collece -

San Antonio, Texas

Eleanor Mikulin, Consulfant
Bivision of Special Education
Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas

Bettye Lacy, Assistant
Superintendent

Fort Sam Houston I.5.0D.
San Antonio, Texas

Ray Barber, Assistajt Director
Occupational Research and
Development

Division of Qccupatignal
Education and Technology

Adstin, Texas .

Ray Barber, Assistant Director
Occupational Research and
Development

Division of Occupational
Education and Technplogy - .
Austin,. Texas



STEERI 1G COﬂITTEE SELECIION
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_ Types of
Persons selected for

cqntinued

Relationship to Vocational
Programs for Handicapped

Steering Comntittee

Comnunity College Students

¢

G
RO

e — . .

Steering Committee -
Members

Source of Recommendation

i Pl

Community College
Vocational Program
Instructors

Project Directors
of Pilot Projects
Sponsored by Texas
Rehabilitation
Commission

Post Secondary
Teacher Educator

Persons directly respon-
sible for the 1nstruct1onal
programs

. 4
Facilitators of programs
for handicapped students
in community colleges

in Texas

Teacher trainers who pro-
vide instructional tech-
niques for vocational
educators

Paul Clayton, Chairman
Jewelry Instruction.
Occupational Education
and Technology

Paris Junior College

'Paris, Texas

Troy Williamson, Placement
Occupational Education and
Technology

Paris Juniof College
Paris, Texas

Gilmore Ni]liams:
Austin Community College
Austin, Texas

Elizabeth Fettery Project
Qirector for the Handi-
capped )
Eastfield College
Mesquite, Texas

Sue Yoselow, Project Dir-
ector for the Handicapped
£l Centro Collede

Dailas, Texas -

Lynn Hill, Project Dir-
ector for the Handicapped
San Antonio College

San Antonio, Texas

Paul Lindsay .
Vocational Teacher Educator
Southwest Texas St. Uniy.
San Marcos, Texas

[J]

[

Instrdctor

William L. Hindman, Dean
Anplied Sciences Instruction
Paris Junior College

Paris, Texas

William L. Hindman, Dean
Applied Sciences Instruction
Paris Junior College -

Paris, Texas

Bill Scott, Director
Vocational Technical Education
Austin Community College
Austin, Texas

Ron Trull, Program Specialist
College and University Programs
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
Austin, Texas

Ron Trull, Program Specialist
College and University. Programs
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
Austin, Texas

Ron Truli, Program Spécialist
College and University Programs
Texas Rehabilitation Commission
Austin, Texas

Se]ected because of experience
"in providing instruction for
post-secondary vocational .edu-
cators
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: Iy es of Relat1onsh[g to Vocationa! “Steering Comittee , Source of Recommendation,
Persons Selected for  Programs for Handicapped Members ’
Steering_Conmittee , Community College Students \
Texas Educat1on Agency State agency personnel who Eleanor Mikulin, Consultant  Uon' Partridge, Associate
Department of Special provide consultative ser- Division of Special Education Commission for Special
Education Consultant  vice to the state's educa- Texas Education Agency . Education
tional factilities Austin, Texas . Texas Education Agency
\ g ‘ ' , hustin, Texas  /
/ \ . :
Texas Education Agency Administrators of community Roland A.-H. Benson Bill Grusy, Director
Department of Occupa-  college vocational programs Post-Secondary Rrograms Post-Secondary Programs
tional Education and  at the state level Occupational Edutation Occupational Education
Technology Consuitant ' and Technology and Technology
: © Texas tducation Agency Texas Education Agency
Austin, Texas . ¥ Austin, Texas
College Coordinating  Administrators of academic Stanton Calvert ‘David Kelley, Director
Board Representative  areas of study which are College Coordinating Board  College Coordinating Board
o , sometimes part of the voca- Division of Community and Rustin, Texas
tional technical program Continuing Education

Austin, Texas

* Community College Administrators of Student Curtis Tom Liston Clay Johnson, Vice President

Manager of Student Services for the Handicapped Manager of Student Services for Instruction
Services - Texas State Technical Inst.  Texas State Technical Inst.
Waco, Texas Waco, Texas
J
Texas Rehabiiitation  Users of Community College Ron Truyll, Program Specialist Carol Whitcraft, Operations
Commissicn Repre- .vocational classes or train- College and University Director
sentative " ing facilities for handi- Prog